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This report describes selected characteristics of West Virginia non-migrants, returned mi-
grants, and West Virginians living in the Appalachian ghetto and suburbs of Cleveland. The data
were collected through interviews and are presented in marginal form without any statistical anal-
ysis because one of the main purposes of this report is to include responses to all questions and
summary score distributions so that first-hand information and analysis would be available in a sin-
gle document. y

A variety of resources was used to collect  study conducted by the Bureau of Social Sciences

the data from the State of West Virginia and the so  Research be included in our own Questionnaire. .
called Appalachian ghétto of Cleveland. However,  (The information from that questionnaire has been
during the interviews of West Virginians living in  given to the B.S.S.R. as agreed).

the ghetto area, it was ascertained that twice as
many West Virginians at the time of the interview
lived in the suburbs rather than in the ghetto.
Thus, a grant was requested from the Department
of Labor to expand the study into the suburbs.
The grant was approved under the stipulation that
part of the questionnaire of a related Cleveland
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Because funds for the present study were
allocated by agencies with different interests, the
questionnaires which were used for the various
area studies were in certain respects different. The
majority of the questions presented here, however,
has been used for the entire population universe.
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Ernest J. Nesius for initiating the study.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Summary: This report is based on a comparative study of character-
istics of four groups and its purpose is two fold: (1) to examine
social and sociopsychological characteristics of West Virginians living
in their own state and in Cleveland, Ohio: and (2) to test hypotheses
dealing with migration and certain aspects of societal change in
general., The more specific purpose oZ this report is to include the
responses to all individual questions and summary score distributions
of a questionnaire so that marginal information and analysis would be
readily available for further elaboration in a single document, Empir-
ically, the study is based on a cluster random sample drawn from the
state of West Virginia and two sampleé of West Virginia migrants in
Clevelaad, oﬁe from the so called Appalachian ghetto of Cleveland and
the otheér from the adjacent to that area suburban communities. Close
to 1700 male respondents have been interviewed including clese to
550 respondents from Cleveland.

In order to justify the nature of the proposed hypotheses and
analysis, change in rural Appalachia and migration in particular are
examiped through a comparison of the past and present with emphasis
on accelerated technological changes which have eliminated the isolation
and in turn the semiautonomy of the r:ral community and thus helped
its incorporation into the mass society. To fulfill the expectations
of the new mass system, especially,'expectations referring to the
theme of the American culfure which suggests higher income and level of
living, a iarge number of West Virginians; mostly rural, have migrated to

larger industrial centers where employment opportunities were available.

1
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Some of the over 800,000 West Virginians who migrated came back to
West Virginia. The majority, however, of the West Virginia migrants
in Cleveland now live in the suburbs; others have settlcd in the ghetto
either because they were relatively new in Cleveland or felt more com-
fortable there. Marginal distributions involving those West Virginians
who never migrated, those returned to their own state, those who remained
in the ghetto and those who have moved to the suburbs are used for com-
parison of these four groups. Furthermore, to control the influence
of age and education, two factors known to be closely asdﬁciﬁted with
@ ' migration, the four groups have, in additionm, been matched in terms of
' these two variables.

As elsewhere, West Virginia migrants in Cleveland are younger
than non-migrants and returned migrants. Furthermore, ghetto residents
are much younger than migrants living in the suburbs; in the 21 to 30
years of aée category there are 51 percent of ghetto residents Qnd only

20 percent of suburbanites. Quite the opposite is true im the 31 to 40

age group where there are 52 percent of the suburbanites and only 25
percent of the ghetto residents. Returned migrants have the largest pro-
portion of individuals, 26 percent, who are over sixty years of age.
The corresponding proportion of this age group for ghetto and suburbs
are 4 and 1 percent respectively. | |
‘Migrants in Cleveland also differ in terms of education with more

é people in the middle education categories‘(7 to 12 years). But again,

x suburbanites have higher proportions (47 percent) than ghetto residents
(30 percent) of respondents who either finished high school or were

close to it. In general, migrants in Cleveland have the lowest propor-
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tion of individuals with less than 6 years of school and also the

lowest proportion ef individuals with over twelve years of education;

however, compared to the suburbanites; ghetto residents, in general,

have a higher proportion of respondents with lower than average education.
Less than 10 percent of the respondents in all four groups had

formal technical training. But among those with three or more years

of technical training the largest proportion is represented by the

suburbanites. Further, possibly because they value skill more and
have more techmnical training, subu;banites, in spite of their higher
education, are found to have less favorable attitudes toward formal
education than the other three groups. . i
Over ninety percent of the returned migrants and suburbanites are
married.. The corresponding proportion for ghetto is 84 percent. A
little over 16 percent of returned migrants and ghetto residents live
with pafents and relatives; the corresponding proportion for suburbs and
non-migrants is lower. In addition, there are close to three times as
many two-family members in the two West Virginia groups as compared to
the two groups in Cleveland. On the other hand, there are quite a few
more five to six member families among the two Cleveland groups as com-
pared. to West Virginia. Suburbanites have'predominently two to four
children; the other groups are more dispersed. Further, ghetto and

suburbs have about the game proportion of children who dropped out of

school, about 10 percent. But the majority of the suburban children drop
out of the seventh grade while the majority of the ghetto children drop

before that age.

Excluding the over $14,000 income category, which usually includes
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professionals and large property owners, Cleveland migrants and, in
particular, suburbanites have considerably higher income than the state
of West Virginia as a whole. Income differences become more pronounced
when the four groups are matched in texrms of age and education so that
even in the over $14,000 income category there are proportionately more
suburbanites than non-migrants. In the $9,000 to $14,000 income category
there are about three times as many (25 percent) suburbarnites as com-
pared to the other three groups. In the $5,000 to $9,000 category there
are 61, 50, 37 and 34 percent of suburbanites, ghetto residents, returned
migrants and non-migrants respectively; for the less than $5,000 income
category the corresponding proportions for these groups are 12, 27, 34
and 28 percent.

Besides income, suburbanites have the highest level of living,
followed by non-migrants., Among suburbanites, non-migrants, returned
migrants and ghetto the corresponding proportion of those who have color
television are 32, 13, 6 and 12 percent, and of those who have wall to
wall carpet thesge proportions are 61, 29, 22 and 20 percent. But by
matching the four groups in terms of age and education, ghetto residents
become second in level of living and the rank order of these groups
changes as follows: suburbanites, ghetto residents, returned migrants
and non-migrants.

Technical skill, probably more than any other variable, differ-
entiates groups, particularly the three migrant groups. Returned mi-
grants have the largest proportion of unskilled workers; ghetto, the
largest proportion of semiskilled {two to three times as many as the other

three groups); and suburbs, the largest proportion (about three times as
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many as the other three groups), of skilled workers. Returned migrants

as compared to the other two migrant groups have, by far, the largest
proportion (11l percent) of professionals. The corresponding proportions

for ghetto and suburbs are 0.7 and 4 pexcent respectively. In other words,
professionals either tend to return to West Virginia or reside in areas

other than those included in our population univexse consisting of

areas of high concentration of West Virginians. The latter is quite
probable because informal interviews with migrants have indicated that subur~
ban homes range in price from $12,000 to $18,000,

The predominant occupation before coming to Cleveland was coal
mining (32 pexcent of the suburbanites and 25 percent of the ghetto
residents). Only about 5 percent of the suburbanites and 4 percent of
the ghetto residents had a skill before they left West Virginia as
compared to the present proportions of skilled workers, 32 percent for
suburbanites and 1l percent for ghetto residents. In other words, a
large proportion of skills which suburbanites now possess has been
acquired in the city.

In the case of returned migrants, less than a third of them held
their first job less than six months, another third, 7 months to 3
years, and still another third more than three years. In general, about
one third of the returned migrants have spent only less than a year out=-
side Appalachia, another third 2 to 4 ye;rs, and only about 12 percent
have spent more than ten years outside.Appalachia. In addition, about
62 percent of‘the returned migrants have worked outside the state of
West Virginia only once.

By comparison, more than half of the suburbanites have the same




job they had when they first came, while an additional about 38 percent

held only &wo or three jobs. Matched in texms of education and age,

there are twice as many suburbanites as ghetto residents who have kept

the same job since they came to Cleveland; furthermore, close to 38

percent of the ghetto residents have moved to their present jobs in

the last six months while only a little over 7 perxcent of the subur-

banites have recently acquired jobs. About 45 percent of the subur~ ]
banites and 8 peréent of the ghetto residents had their job 10 or more

years. In other words, suburbanites elthex because they have acquired

a skill orx the} possess certain personality attributes tend to be more

stable in their jobs.

Suburbanites, inspite of the fact that altogether they have less job
changes, have been in Cleveland much longer. About 24 perxcent of the
ghetto migrants and only 2 percent of the suburbanites have been in
Cleveland for less than a year., Still, a little moxe than half of the
ghetto residents have been in Cleveland over 6 years and about a fourth
over ten years; about sixty pexcent of the suburbanites have been in

Cleveland more than ten years.

As compared to West Virginia, migrants in Cleveland have the lowest
proportion of unemployed and retired; the corresponding proportion for
returned migrants, non-migrants, ghetto and suburbs are: 27, 25, 9 and
2 percent respectively. About a third of the unemployed in the two 4
West Virginia groups are retired, but there are very few retired people
in the ghetto and in the suburbs in particular. Of those who are un-
employed and not retired, about three-fourths in the three migrant groups

receive some sort of assistance, but only one in ten are on welfare




excluding the suburbs which do not include welfare cases,

In the area of visitation and settlement patterns, close to 39
percent of the ghetto migrants and 22 percent of the suburbanites have
never returned to West Virginia to resettle. The difference between
the two groups becomes wider when the groups are matched in terms of
age and education. Of those who have returned to West Virginia about
70 percent of ghetto respondents and 76 percent of the suburbanites have
returned for semi-temporary settlement only once. Forty percent of the:
ghetto residents and 21 percent of the suburbanites when returned stayed i
less than six months while about a third of both groups stayed six months l
to a year,

About 9 percent of the ghetto reaidents and 7 percent of the subur=-

banites do not go back to West Virginia for visits and about a fourth
of each group usually go only once a year; On the other hand, 11 percent é
of the former and 4 percent of the latter go back for a visit more than
10 times a year. Relatives from West Virginia also visit the migrants
in Cleveland. Quantitatively speaking, more than a third of the ghetto :
residents and a seventh of the suburbanites do not have relatives
visiting them; however, approximately a third of each group has relatives
vigsiting them once a year and about a fourth of each group has relatives
visiting two to three times each year. It can be noted here that these
visitiﬁg patterns and semi-temporary settlements mentioned above afford
rural West Virginians additional opportunities for contact and mutual
exchange with the new urbanites.

In addition, about 71 percent of the ghetto residents and 36 perceat

of the suburbanites have at least half of their relatives in West Virginia, %
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but a considerable proportion of suburbanites--26 percent--have none.
It is speculated that suburbanites who have regided longer in Cleveland
and are better established have brought their relatives to the ecity.

About 50 percent of the suburbanites and 44 percent of the ghetto
migrants have 1 to 5 fellow West Virginians living in a radius of 100
yards from them. However, about 30 percent of ghetto residents and 15
percent of the svburbanites do not even know if they have any West
virginians as neighbors. West Virginians in Cleveland, especially
ghetto residents, also tend to associate with other West Virginians.

In particular, sixty-eight percent of the ghetto residents and 50 percent
of the suburbanites. have a West Virginian as their best friend.

Nine different ways of life preferences, which could imply value
orientations, have been used for comparison of the four groups. As
shown in figure 5, which has been includea in this summary, the profiles
of the ranking of these 9 ways of life preferences indicate similar
overall patterns; however, there are distinct differences among the four
groups. In all four groups religious and family orientation are the

two styles of life which have been checked most often, and although for

the two West Virginia groups religion ranks first, for the two Cleveland
groups family ranks first and religion second. Education ranks third for
all groups but suburbanites who place work in third place. wérk, in fact,
is the fourth ranking way of life among non-migrants, but for the other
three groups friendship is the fourth ranking way of life. Besides life

in line with religion, family, education, work and friendship? which

seem to be the most preferred'styles, material comfort, recreation, achieve-

ment and outdoor living have also been used in this same comparison but
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are preferred less by moast of the respondents,
Comparison of the four groups in relation to religious belieis
and participation has shown that more than 90 percent of the respondents
in three of the groups say they believe that there is a God who hears and
answers prayers, The corresponding proportion is lower among subux-
banites. Moreover, what differentiates suburbanites and ghetto residents
most 1s belief that the world is soon coming to an end, which also
indicates sectarian tendencies. Only 27 percent of the suburbanites
strongly or moderately agree with this statement (the lowest percentage
among the four) while nearly 48 percent of the ghetto (the highest per=
centage) agree similariy. Both in terms of this particular question
and the summary scale score the most religious group appears to be the
ghetto residents followed by returned migrants, non-migrants and suburbanites.
However, the extent of church participation does not follow the
pattern thﬁt strength of belief does because church participatién seems
to be affected by time of settlement in the community. For instance,
the proportion of those who participate frequently in church is for
non-migrants, returned migrants, suburbs and ghetto 55, 40, 35, and 13
percent, respectively. In other words, among the ghetto residents, who
are relative newcomers in the community, we have the highest proportion
of strong believers among the four groups and the lowest of'church parti-
cipation. The opposite is true for non-migrants who have been in their “‘;
comnmunities for a long time and are more interested in the social rewards
of participation than in the anxiety alleviating rewards of belief. The
latter rewards, on the other hand, are probably needed more by the ghetto

resident,
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The two Clevelaﬁd groups include many more Baptists than the two
West Virginia groups which in turn include many more Methodists.
Scores indicate, in addition, that in all four groups more people (in
numbers) who changed the type of their church, changed from non-sec-
tarian to sectarian than otherwise; such difference is more pronounced
in the two Cleveland groups. Furthermore, there are more sectarians
among returned migrants than in any of the other three groups. It is
quite possible that many of these people return because they value
heaven more than real life and, thus, feel little pressﬁre to achieve
the level of living mass society expects.

Concerning preferences for the present as compared to life styles of
earlier times, the majority of respondents from three groups, (excluding
returned migrants) and particulérly suburbanites, strongly or moderately

agree that life is better now than it was in any previous period of time.

Still, about one in three suburbanites (about one in five for the other
three groups) strongly or moderately agree that with the exception of medical
discoveries progress is actually making peoples' lives miserable. In general,

suburbanites have lower summary scores in the scale which measures attitudes

L S T

toward progress. Suburbanites also have lower summary scores in the scale
which measures achievement orientation. For instance, 49 percent of the
suburbanites feel that getting ahead is one of the most imporfant things
in lifé while the corresponding proportions for ghetto, returned migrants
and suburbs are 65, 59, and 59 percent. 1In contrast, réturned migrants
who are supposed to be the least successful of the migrahts indicate

much more favorable attitudes than the most successful groups, the subur=
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banites. A similar situation has been observed among West Virginia
youth. As cited in the text, school dropouts have been found

by this author to have higher achievement orientation scores than &4-H
leaders. Also both suburbanites and potential 4~H leaders appear to
be more fatalistic about the future than the groups they were compared
with.

As for attitudes toward Appalachia and the American society, larger
proportions of returned migrants, as compared to non-migrants, see
Appalachia as the place where one can be happy without sufficient inéome.
In contrast, a large majority of West Virginia residents would like to
see the state more similar to the rest of the country in terms of
education, income, and business-like attitudes, respectively. On the
other hand, respondents were divided as to whether Appalachia should be=
come like the rest of the country in terms of habits, customs, and
attitudes toward life. |

Along these same lines, reference groups were studied in the four
groups. In terms of first choice for all four groups, the people one
associates with is by far the most important reference group while the
country as a whole appears to be second in importance. The latter seems
to be a more important reference group for the three migrant groups as
compared to non-migrants. But one's own community which, for all groups,
is ranked as the third reference group seems to be more important for
non-migrants and returned migrants than for the two Cleveland groups.
(Community, however, seems to be more important for the suburbanites as
compared to the ghetto).

GChetto residents, then, do not use the ghetto community as a refer-

12




ence group and do not have as favorable attitudes toward urban people

as the suburbarites do. For instance, 61 percent of the ghetto residents
and only 47 percent of the suburbanites agree that 'city people are
often a bunch of wise guys."

Still, those migrants who have returned tc West Virginia did not
rzturn becaugse they did not like city life or its people but primarily
because of the employment situation., The majority of the respondents
by far come back either because they found a job in West Virginia or
because they were laid off in the place where they were<working. Ghetto
residents are more interested in returning to West Virginia if a job
is offered there than suburbanites. Still, 23 percent of the ghetto
residents and 32 percent of the suburbanites are not interested in
returning at all while 25 percené of the ghettc residents and 27 percent
of the suburbanites would return only if éhey would make at least the
wvages they are presently making in Cleveland. However, 19 percent of
the ghetto residents and 15 percent of the suburbanites would go back
even 1f they only made 70 percent, or in some cases eﬁen less, of their
present wages.

The two lower income migrant groups, returned migrants and ghetto
residents, whose members are more. keen about returning to West Wirginia
seem to have more favorable attitudes toward welfare than non;migrants.
About %5 percent of the respondents from the three migrant groups (the
proportion from the non-migrant group is lower) feel that social security,
unemp loyment compensation and other such welfare services are a must in
today's changing world. Still, however, about forty percent of these

people feel that public relief hurts the American way cf life.

13
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A little less thar a half of the migrants in Cleveland feel they

have the same social status they had in West Virginia. Among the

others there are more respondents who feelvthat they have lost more
status than gained by coming to Cleveland. The difference is not ;
striking; however, more ghetto residents feel they lost status than

suburbanites. As for the nature of the social class distribution, both
Cleveland groups tend to cluster more in the middle social class status

categories than they did when indicating their social class position .

in West Virginia. About thirty-seven percent of the reapondénts in
both groups felt that they had higher than middle social status in

West Virginia and about 16 percent felt that they had lower than middle
class status. But in Cleveland, suburbanites perceive themselves with
much higher status than ghetto residents because close to 30 percent of
the suburbanites feel that they have above average status, and only
about 6 percent feel that they are below average while only 15 ﬁercent
of the ghetto residents feel that they have higher than average status
in Cleveland and 18 percent feel they have lower. Probably because of
lower social expectations, ghetto residents are not bothered much more 1

by loss of status than suburbanites; twenty-two percent of the former

and 19 percent of the latter feel that loss of status bothers them
either quite a bit or very much. |
What seems to bother the Cleveland migrants more than anything else
is adjustment to city life. Thirty-nine percent of both suburbanites 3
and ghetto residents feel that the nature of city life bothers them either
very much or quite a bit, but more ghetto residents, as compared to
suburbanites (26 versus 13 percent) have checked the '"very much" category.

The next thing which seems to bother migrants quite strongly is absence

14
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i of old friends and relatives; in particular, fifty-six percent of the
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suburbanites and 50 percent of the ghetto residents indicated that lack
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of old friends and relatives bothered them. About a fourth of the

respondents seem to be bothered quite a bit or very much because they
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were called names in Cleveland or because of the lower status Appala=

4 chians, in general, have in Cleveland. But only about one in ten men-

tioned that he was quite bothered because he had to adjust to a less
desirable job. | }ﬁ
Ghetto residents and returned migrants, which are'the two lower ﬁ
income groups, are a little less satisfied with their economic positions ‘.
than non-migrants and suburbanites. Moreover, as might be expected again, £
ghetto resideﬁts are the least satisfied than the other groups, espécially ¥
in relation to suburbanites, wifh the type of life their community'can k
offer. .Similarly, suburbanites see more.satisféction, concerning style
of life, .in people around them than ghetto residents do. In additiom, |
the two Cleveland grouﬁs are less satisfied than the other two groups
with the type of life the Appalachian region can offer. Of the seven ?i
'i aspects of life, the kind of life the Appalachian region can offer draws ;
the lowest satisfaction score for all four groups. On the other hand,
the type of life their own family offers has received the highest satis- ?
faction score for all four groups. About 90 percent of the réspondents
| indicated that they are either satisfied or very satisfied with their
family life. In the light of these data, migration can be seen as an
outlet people use to fulfill societal expectations and, in turn,
self~satisfaction; thus, thosé who feel happier in Cleveland remain there,
others return to West Virginia and still others of the same age and

education do not even attempt to migrate. Therefore, excluding only a few
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situations, respondents from the four groups seem to be, on the basis
of the seven different aspects of life examined here, similarly satisfied
with life. |

We have also examined the often used speculation that migrants are
more alienated. At least concerning an aspect of alienation measured
here, that of bew!lderment and confusion as to what is going on in
society today, our data show the OppOSite‘Of the above speculation indi=- n
cating that, as a whole, migrants seem to be less bewildered and confused
than people in the state of West Virginia. Mistrust in govérnment officials,
which could be also considered as an aspect of alienation, differentiates
the four.groups'oniy on the basis of income and education of their members
which is a correlation already established in studies elsewhere. Thﬁs,
suburbanites first and non-migrants second mistrust government officials
less than the other twa groups. Ghetto residents seem to be the most
mistrustful of all. For example, a little less than 60 percent'of res~
pondents in the ghetto and returned migrant grouﬁs strongly or modérately
agree that "people who go into‘public office are usually out for all they
can get". | |

Fihally, our data show that feelings of bewilderment and confusion
differentiate the four groups, in the same manner as variables measuring
need to alleviate the anxiety such feelings tend to produce. Attach-
ment to religi@ﬁ and primary groups'as a means of alleviating anxieties, ~
in contrast to studies elsewhere (indicating the needs migrants have to
alleviate anxieties throﬁgh attachment to religion and sectarianism in v
particulaf) seems to be more important for the two West Virginia groups.
Returned migrants who tend to be the most sectarian of all groups also
tend to place the most importance in religion as a means of alleviating

anxieties as compared to all other groups. The opposite is
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true for suburbanites. For instance, 50 percent of the returned migrants
and only 30 percent of the suburbanites sirongly or moderately agree that
religion is what keeps them going. On the other hand, attachment to the
family as a means of alleviating the anxieties modern scciety produces
tends to be more important for suburbanjtes than the other group. But

use of primary groups only, such as family, kin, friends, and neighbors
does not seem to differentiate the four groups. In general, attachment

to God or to family, or both are the two means which three out of four
respondents of all groups agree are the most important fo them in becoming

able to cope with the new society.

Although in terms of alienation and the need for alleviating anxieties
(which can be seen as aspects of mental health) there seems to be only
some differences among the four'groups; more differences are found;
hoyever, in terms of physical health. Migrantsin both Cleveland groups
feel much healthier than non-migrants or returned migrants. On the other
hand, returned migranté who seem to have the poorest health of all groups
are shown to be healthier when the groups are matched in terms of aée and
education. It is probable that for a number of returned migrants poor
health is associated with older age which tends to be more characteristic

of this group.

Let us now see whether the Cleveland migrants would be iﬁterested
in coming back to West Virginia now or when they retire. The majority
would come back only if they had between 80 and 100 percent of the income
they have now. More people, however, predominantly from'the ghetto, would

like to come to West Virginia when they retire.
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Conclusion: Data presented here support the proposition set

forth in the beginning of this report suggesting that in order to

satisfy societal expectations in terms of income and level of -living,

people often, regardless of fitness, move to the city where emplemen=

tation of such expectations is possible. At least in Cleveland,

people initially move to the ghetto. As they secure new skills, both

in terms of occupation and understanding of the urban culture, a con-
siderable number move to the suburbs.

Suburbanites who are physically healthier, slightly older, more
educated and skilled, and value family life more than those who remain
in the ghetto, see society as more orderly and feel more part of it
than people in the other three groups. In fact, suburbanites not only
identify themselves psychologically with the larger society, but they
tend, also, to behave and possess attributes such as level of living,
income, cﬁurch participation, and attitudes toward urbanites an&
toward certain social issues, which fit the urban middle class stereo-
type (lower middle class in particular). 1In other words, this group
has entered the larger society with relatively full credentials.

Those who remain in the ghetto seem to be in a number of ways
different from those in the suburbs but also different from those (at
least of similar age and education) back home. They tend té be younger,
predominantly semi-skilled, are often newer in Cleveland and less stable
in holding a job than suburbanites are. They have relatively high
income but low level of living. Moreover, they value material comfort
and recreation less than the other groups and family life more than

the West Virginia groups. In addition, they have stronger religious
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beliefs than the other three groups but participate less in churxch.

In fact, they do not feel part of the community in Cleveland and do
not use it as a reference group. Similarly, although they have cnn;
siderable contacts and proportions of their xelatives left in West
virginia they do not like the Appalachian style of life as much as the
two West Virginia groups do. But the ghettc residents' orientation

is neither toward West Virginia nor their community as much as the
other groups but in certain respects toward the la:ger society. These
people in contrast to suburbanites and non-migrants do not feel as much a
part of the community and do not participate in church. Probably
because orientation toward the larger society does not relieve anxiety
as much as community and church, ghetto residents have more of a neéd
than the other groups to become ﬁttached to something; thus, they méy
teqd to‘be a little stronger believers a1£houghAnot as sectarian in
faith as returned migrants.

Different attribufes characterize those who cannot take city life
but have to return to Appalachia. These people tend to be older,
unskilled and have lower income and level of living than members of
the other three groups. Although returned migrants rate achievement
higher than the other groups, they primarily prefer a life in line with
religion and, thus, tend to be more sectariam. Still, among éeturned
migrants there is a considerable number of profess.onals (ten percent
of the present sample) and a number of skilled ﬁgrkers who probably
have attributes different from the rest of the sample of>returned nigrants.

In general, the two grouﬁs in Cleveland have higher income, are

healthier physically, have more technical skills, like Appalachian life
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less, are more oriented toward the larger society and, in spite of the
commonly held beliefs about alienation of migrants, these people feel
more part of society than the groups in West Vi;giniao It should be
added here, however, that the opposite might be true for places other
than Appalachia where better employment opportunities and, in turn, less
social disorganization exist. As compared to those in West Virginia

the migrants prefer family life more than life in line with religion
and, in fact, need family life more than religious life in order to
alleviate anxieties societal changes prodﬁce.

In spite of considerable differences in income, health, style of
life, opportunities, expectations, and value orientations there are no
differences in overall satisfaction with life among the four groups.
Differences in satisfaction exist but only concerning more particular
aspects of life, For instance, the two low income groups (ghetto and
returned ﬁigrants) are a little less satisfied with their incomé than
the other groups; suburbanites are a little more satisfied with their
family life; and ghetto residents are a little less satisfied with
their community life. It should be emphasized here that migration on
this basis could be seen not as an undesirable phenomenon but &s an

equilibrating process or as an outlet people use to fulfill societal
expectations and in turn self-satisfaction; thus, after thef are
mobilized by societal pressures those who feel happier in Cleveland
remain there and depending on their readiness and, in turn, expectations
stay in the ghetto or move to the suburbs. Others with different
potential for adjustment and expectations return to West Virginia, and

still others of similar age and education do not migrate at all. 1In
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more general terms, then, migration could, in this light,be seen from
the point of view of adjustment to the new society as a vital process
aiming at re-establishing the equilibrium between the individual and
his socioculturél environment which modern technological changes

tend to upset.
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Suggestiens fer Policy Makingk: If migratien sexrves as an
equilibrating precess in helping people fulfill expectatioms which the

nev mass media and contacts create, it weuld be unwise to attempt to keep
the rural Appalachian in the hollow or in a community which does not effer
eppertunities te satisfy the secietal expectatiens which are pressuring
him. The alternative in this case would be to either effer oppertunities
to these peeple in their ewn communities and their own environment er
prepare them for migration, particularly these who have difficulty ad-
justing te city life and work. Fer instance, excluding professionalé,
older retired people and some skilled werkers who returned because they
feund natinfccfdry exployment back home, one could find among the returned
migrants a core greup with specific characteristics who are the type of
people programs of directed change should try to help. At least initially,
these people had the necessary motivation to undergo certain difficulties
in order tb raise their level of living to meet societal expectétions,

but if they had been prepared before tiiey left, they might have adjusted
to city life.

Migration, at least as far as the framework we are dealing with here

indicates, is not an undesirable process, but to the contrary. What is
necessary, however, is that the process be understood by policy makers, and
in the light of its nature individuals involved should be hélped. For
instance, less education and skill as these data show do not appear to be

the only criteria which determine failure in the city because suburbanites

*This part is written at the request of Howard Rosen, director of
Manpower Research, of the "Office of Manpower Policy, Evaluation and Research',
of the Department of Labor and it is not intended as a criticism of the
policies of any particular agency.
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who do well often possess these attributes. The preparation of potential
migrants, therefore, should not only be conducted in terms of acquiring
technical skill and formal education but also in terms of the needs of
the individual®'s internal world. In other words, it is often necessary,
at least for certain individuals, in addition to considering thelr physical
health, before or during their technical training to be given a cultural
or psychological preparation depending on their needs, The extent of such
preparation could on a more rational basis be determined by the extent of
support in terms of dollars these people will need in order to exist when
they return home,

Returned migrants with such needs are probably quite different from

non-nigrants, for instance, of the same age and educatlion who are under

some sort of assistance program. Because besides physical, mental or

psychological shortcomings some non-migrénts turn to welfare because they
haQe beén,socialized in families who see welfare as a way of life. For
these people, also, tréining for skill and education should be examined

in the light‘of their internal world and, in turn, moéivation. Considering
the cost of their support at the present or in the future, in case they
quit their jobs, cultural or psychological preparation may be justifiable

before training under these conditions.

Looking at migfation in the light of the theoretical fraﬁework which
we uséd to explain its causes, it becomes apparent that dislocations of
people will continue in the future and probably increase. Technology, in
general, as it is predicted by experts, will continue chénging at an
accelerated rate and along with it the occupational social and psychological
dislocations of people. At the present it appears that of all institutions

of society, the government is the major institution which has the power,

flexibility, and above all responsibility to help dislocated parts of
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society. Appropriate government agencies, therefore, should plan for the
future with the understanding that rapid technological changes will con-

tinue, under one form or another, dislocating people occupationally,

socially and psychologically. During the early years of the great migra-
tion (forties and early fifties), millions of Appalachian migrants in the
ghettos of the industrial cities went through a series of discomforts and
ridicule without any serious attempt by any agency to help them. There
was no agency of any magnitude as such authorized to help in this mass
transition. It would, therefore, be unwise to blame any sihgle agenéy for
those responsibilities which do not fall into the jursidiction .of any
particular agency. Due to the speed of change, government or related
agencies often have difficulties adjusting themselves even to those changes
which directly fall into the area of their responsibility. Regardless of
responsibilities, as indicated in the earlier part of this report, older
migrants ih Cleveland complained that no one tried to help by télling them
not to bring their families with them when they first came, to have some
cash with them, to go to such and such agencies to ask for employment, and
after they secure a job to rent a suitable home to bring their families

from Appalachia.

A simple elementary survey conducted among the first migrants would
have easily elicited this infbrnation. Back in Appalachia the Extension
service, an agency with potential to help with preparation for migration,
at that time cencentrated primarily on changing people and raising their
level of living so that they would fit the socially expected image., The
out=-going migrant did not seem to fit into programs with aims such as these.

In Cleveland, on the other hand, there were employment agencies, but they
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were not geared to serving people with the characteristics of the early
migrants from Appalachia. Many migrants, in fact, were mot aware of the
existance of such agencies, but lack of understanding of the urban éulture
was as much of a need as need for empleyment. Teday, however, the stem
family which has some of its members entrenched in the city usually plays
the helping rele. In ether wgrds, at that time (and even teday). there

was no agency geared toward helping with dislecations of this nature,

On the other hand, executives in the Department of Labor, federal extensien
service, the Department of the Interior or the Dep#rt-eht of Health,

Education and Welfare were not aware of the reasons why people migrate and

that out-migration would continue until some sort of equilibrium was
established.

Even today pelicy makers for a variety of reasons do not sufficiently
utilize knowledge of overall societal pro;esses'in planning pregrams and
setting up policies, Unemployment conpensation, retraining programs and

aspects of welfare practices are some societal respconses to the need for

helping with dislocations. Still such services, as has beeﬁ shown with
the case of the Appalachian migrants and numerous other groups, are not
sufficient today and probably, due to the possible increased speed of
dislocation they will be less sufficient in the future; technology and,
in turn, society change too fast to permit agencies to institﬁtionalize
proce&ures and ways of helping with dislocations on a continuous basis. ;
What, at least from the theorstical point of view, would be desireble
is an agency or organization whose purpose would be the coordination of
activities aiming at helping the adjustmont‘ 'of dislocated groups in the
light of thé conditions which have led to the dislocation of the particu-

lar group. This would, in turn, imply a need for a more or less realistic
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approach to the problem of adjustment of the dislocated group(s). In

the case of the Appalachian migrant, for instance, considering the

causes of migration which we have analyzed in the previous pages, it
becomes apparent that assistance for at least some of the migrants (such
as those returned migrants we mentioned above) would involve preparation
before they leave Appalachia, assistance when they arrive in the city and
assistance while they are on the job. The latter could involve besides
technical training, support of a sociocultural nature. A similar discussion
could be carried out in relation to the adjustment of peoplé of lower
socioecenomic strata in the city who are also under pressure to meet
societal expectation they are not fully prepared to face.

By the nature and diversity of the required assistance for the various
groups, it becomes apparent that the coerdinating agency we propesed above
could be, at least at the management level, highly sophisticated, flexible,
and possibiy linked in some way with higher institution of learﬁing and
research. Since this propesition is based on the experiences of a single
case study, the Appalachian migration case, it may be unrealistic to
present the above propositions. However, from the theoretical peint of
view, if one assumes that dislocations will continue at an accelerated rate,
the proposed type of agency or organization or task force sounds more
realistic. Appalachian migration as such, therefore, should rot be seen
as something undesirable because, at least as our data and the theoretical
framework we use here indicate, for today's society it is very rewarding

for most people and very functional as a societal process.
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PART L

BACKGROUND

- Introduction

When one considers that today over one-~third of West Virginians
live outside their own State,1 it becomes apparent that a comparative
study of West Virginia migrants and West Virginia residents may not
cnly offer a more complete picture of characteristics of West Virginians,
but also provide clues as to the process of migration amnd societal
change in general. The material in this report is analyzed on the
basis of four groups: (1) West Virginians who never migrated, (2) @i-
grants who returned to West Virginia5 (3) West Virginians living iﬁ
thg Appalachian ghetto of Cleveland, Ohié, and (4) West Virginians
living in the suburbs of Cleveland, Ohio. This report specifically
includes marginals froﬁ a questionnaire used for a sgudy whose purpose
is two fold: (1) to examine the social 'and sociopsychelegical character=
istics of each of the above four groups and (2) to test when possible
hypotheses dealing with migration and modern societal change in general.
The more specific purpose of this report is to include the responses
to all individual questions of a questionnaire and summary scéle score

distributions so that all marginal information and a first hand analysis

would be readily available for further elaboration.

1 .
3 Leonard M. Sizer, Population Change in West Virginia, West
2  Virginia University Agricultural Experiment Station, Bulletin 563,
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Empiricaliy, the study is based on a cluster random sample of
respondents from the State of West Virginia and two samples of West
Vicginia migrants in Cleveland. The design of the study is such that
in most cases the same dimensions are measured in each sample. In
general, the dimensions covered include the following areas: (1) way
of life preferences which are indicators of value orientations, (2) N
b attitudes toward issues such as education, welfare, progress, and |
achievement, (3) life satisfaction, (4) reference groups invoiﬁing
local groups and society in general, (5) aspects of alienation such
25 bewilderment and confusion, mistrust in government officials, (6) need

for primary groups and religion as buffers to the outside world, (7) re-

ligious beliefs and participation, (8) perception of migrants' social F
status in West Virginia and Cleveland, (9) aspects which West Virginians ‘
like and dislike in Cleveland, (10) future plans, (11) suggestions for l
new migranis, (12) friendship and residence proximity among Wesf Virginians !
and other Appalachians living in Cleveland, and (13) general attributes

such as income, level of living, education and health.

ﬂi | The study of Appalachia, Appalachian migration, and migration in

general would be of little value without knowledge and understanding of

the determinants of the changes which are taking place in modern Appala-

chia. To secure such understanding we will examine briefly the past and .

present of Appalachia and some of the forces instrumental in bringing

about change. This discussion will be followed by a discussion on

migration in general and Appalachian migration in particular before the

i empirical data are presented.

% | The Changing Appalachian Society. In order to measure the extent

of modern change in Appalachia, one should compare the Appalachia idealized
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by writers of a few decades ago as a haven of contentment and sexenity
and a stronghold for the values of localism and familism, with the
present Appalachian society which remains, particularly in the rural
areas, under severe pressure to change and which has at least more than

a third of its population in the pursult of a new, more satisfying life

elsewhere. What has created this turmoil? What axe the social.forces
behind it? These are some of the questions which this part of the
report will try to answer beginning with a brief description of the
early Appalachian society.

Many of the value systems which can be considered characteristic
of the early Appalachian society could undoubtedly, in one foxrm ox
another, be found in other segments of the American society.2 Sectax~
ianism, ‘for instance, could be found in the Ozarks and also among the
lower gpcioeconomic strata of the city; én the other hand, belief in
life in harmony with nature could be encountered to a larger extent
among Indians. The crﬁcial factors considered to be responsible for
differentiating Appalachia from other cultures or, more generally,

responsible for differentiating between any cultures are the following:

2 . .
For a popular description of the early Southern Appalachian society

written by an insider see Harry M. Caudill, Night Comes to the Cumberlands,
(Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1963). For specific information on the
value orientation of Southern Appalachians see Thomas R. Ford, ''Value
Orientations of a Culture of Poverty: The Southern Appalachian Case.'
This paper was presented at the American Home Economics Association
Workshop on Working with Low-Income Families, 1965. For information on
Southern Appalachian values supported with empirical data see Thomas
R. Ford, editor, "The Passing of Provincialism'" in The Southern Appalachian
Region: A Survey, (Lexington: University of Kentucky Press, 1962),
pp. 9-34. Also see W. D. Weatherford and Earl D. C. Brewer, Life and
Religion in Southern Appalachia, (New York: Friendship Press, 1962);

. Jack E. Weller, Yesterday's People, (Lexington: University of Kentucky
Press, 1965).
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(L) variations within a particular type of value system, (2) a combina~
tion of certain parxticulaxr value systems, oxr (3) the particular ranking
of value systems in terms of importance. These three factors, then, axe
considered to be the most cxucial in differentiating the Appalachian
value system from the value system of othexr cultures.

Due to the physical make~up, isolation, and hemogeneity of its
population, the southexn Appalachian region has functioned, at least
in the past, as a semiautonomous social system. The system has retained
or modified, independently of the larger American soclety, a particular
set of beliefs on which its ideology and value orientations rest. This
belief system and, in turn, ideology formation has been strongly in-
fluenced by the following: (1) the beliefs and value orientations of
the early settlers and (2) the type of interaction patterns initlated
by the physical make-up of the region,

Even when a comparatively simple culture is surrounded by Q more
complex culture in some ways physically separated as in the case
of Appalachia, a xestriction of interaction can lead to the emphasis
of some values and deemphasis of others. The Avpalachian emphasis on
fundamentalism and negative attitudes toward achievement can be con-
sidered by-products of this restricted interaction. Particularistic
attitudes such as mistrust in government officials,,fatalistic views
concerning occupational success and formal education were, therefore,
produced by the closeness of the system.

In addition, this closeness of system influenced more temporal
consequences of interaction such as reference groups and social control.
For instance, in relation to the money one made or his level of living,

the Appalachian did not compare himself with those outside the region
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but primarily those within the community. Furthermore, because the
means of change to aluer conditions was vexy limited (limited land and
limited means for acquiring skills), Appalachians came to accept

without much question the existing social prestige structure status quo.

often, there was, for example, a significant difference between a more

or less organized farmer who owned certain acreage of good bottom land

and someone with a few acres on the side of the mountain who was often

seen, because of his limited means and lower moral standaxds as very 1n£¢rior*3
How much the nature of the personality of the eaxly settlers,

population homogeneity, the physical make-up of the region, and the

presence of a nore complex culture surrounding it have contributed to

making Appalachia different in beliefs and, in turn, values from the

outside, including rural pe0p1e‘elaewhere, is difficult to ascertain.
Still the fact that some values such as éraditlonalism, provincialism,

and familism which are common among rural people elsewhere suggests that
constants determining the nature of rural societies have had a measurable
influence in Appalachia. As in other rural areas, tﬂe family and religion
have acted as buffers to frustrations produced by the unknown and the
pressures of modern society, but religion, in particular, in Appalachia

is different from religion in other rural areas because it is more
sectarian in nature, The community, too, which is 1mportant‘in other

parts of the country, is less important in Appalachia.

3
Informants from some of the southeastern counties of West Virginia
indicated that the term 'trash' was used by more or less established
farmers to describe those living on the hillsides.
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Significant cultural differences, as pointed out by J. Brown,
exist also within Appalachia. Typical examples in this case would be
differences between northern and southern rural Appalachia aad mining
and non~mining or predominantly agricultural communities. Many of
the distinct early Appalachian cultural attxibutes were pariidcularly
pronounced in early agricultural communities in Southern Appalachia.
Such communities, in turn, due to the nature of farming in Appalachia=-
limited acreage without surrounding space for expansion--and the more
typical and distinct cultural traits of the region have recently gone
through a more turbulent process of trarsition (out-migration as one
aspect) than the rest of the region.

However, the above discussion can be summarized, in general, by
stating that values such as individualism, tyaditionalism, fatalism,
religious fundamentalism, and life in harmony with nature have occupied
a higher rank in the hierarchy of the value orientation of the fural
Appalachians as compared to the orientation of those in urban centers
and those outside the region. The opposite has been true as will be
demonstrated later, for values such as achievement and materialism which
rank higher among persons outside the rural segment of the region. It
can be further concluded that these hierarchies have been strongly
influenced by the following: (1) the beliefs and value orientations of
the early settlers, and (2) the type of interaction patterns initiated by

the physical make-up of the region.

James Brown, ''Population and Migration Changes in Appalachia, in
Social Change in Appalachia' (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania
Press, ed. John D. Photiadis and Harry R. Schwarzweller, in print.)

32




Appalachia and Mass Society. The preceding discussion has been

concexned with the nature of the Appalachian rural social system of the
past, More recently, however, a number of cultural changes have affected
the isolation of the region, and, in turn, the relationship between the
region and the larger American society. Among the most important changes
of this nature occurring in the last few decades have been the rapid
improvements in means of mass communication and transportation, the
availability of employment opportunities in urban centers,5 and the changes
in formal education. It is not that changes of this n#ture did not take
place previously but simply that more recent changes in these areas have
occurred at an accelerated rate. Through mass media, primarily television,
people in the rural areas, in particular, have become increasingly éware
of the style of life and value Srientation of the larger socilety. 'Improved
transportation has brought them into clo;er contact and interaction with
the outside. Migration to urpan centers where employment is available has
also produced interaction and communication with the oﬁtside; some migrants
frequently return to their home in Southern Appalachia while relatives

6 ,

visit those who remain in the urban setting.

From the theoretical point of view communication and interaction

?Along with the availability of employment opportunities in urban
centers we could mention the decline of the coal mining industry. Decline
of subsistance farms is not treated as a reason of decreasing isolation,
but as a consequence of the incorporation of the region into the larger
American society, which is in turn responsible for the dissatisfaction
with farm income. The same could be said about migration which, although
influences isolation (people return, relatives visit them), is also a con=
sequence of the change in isolation which indirectly produces dissatis=-.
factien with local wages.

4

| 6Information on the extent of these visits is given in a later part
of this report. ‘
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with the outside constitute two processes crucial in the building eof
new social systems, Through increased communicatien with the outside,
members of the Appalachian society became increasingly aware of the
mass society culture, of its social structure, and of the value orienta-
tion en which culture and social structure are built. In particular,
rural Appalachians became more cognizant of the level of living and the
incomes of the more visible urban middle class, and of the importance
this class places on the achievement of these standards. Furthermore,
this increased awareness coupled with lncreased interaction with the
outside facilitates the development of a single larger societal system
which tends to incorporate rural communities and neighborhoods.
In general, the integration of the regiconal social system into
the larger society does not occur at a uniform rate, but is positively
related, among other dimensions, to its degree of urbanism‘and 1eve1
of social élass. As will be indicated later in the study, these differ=-
ences in the rate of integration of various parts of the social system
serve as mechanisms facilitating the integration of slowly changing
parts of the system. What is more crucial in this case, however, is
that differences in rates of integration not only refer to differences
among parts of the social system, but also to differences in integration
among the social system, the cultural system, and the personélity system.
Certain aspects of the local culture and of the personality of rural
people in the region are in the process of changing and becoming integrated
into the larger American culture faster than others. This differential
rate of change not only refers to each of these societal systems, but also
to the relationship among them. More specifically, it appears that

cultural integration, at least in certain important dimensions, is faster
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than the integration of the social system and probably much fastexr than the
integration of certain aspects of the personality system, The latter form

of integration refers to the development of personalities compatible with

the larger socilety and with changes taking place within the regional, social

and cultural systems. For instance, systematic linkage referring to certain
cultural items such as automobiles, television, ox to the cultural value of
economic success is faster than systematic linkage referring to‘social dimensions.

An often discussed example of lag of this nature is the disjunction
between the acceptance by lower classes of the cultural goal of socio~
economic success, in particular, and the lack of institutionally legitimate
social means for attaining this goal.7 However, what is happening to the
lower classes elsewhere is happening to rural Southern Appalachia to a
larger extent. Although rural Appalachians are taught the value of success
by the same mass media as are 1o§er classes elsewhere, they have even less
opportunity for implementing this value.

A considerable number of those who cannot implement this gchievement
motive migrate primarily to urban centers outside Appalachia, such as
Cleveland, where employment is availablé. In other words, migration can
be seen as a sort of equilibrating process helping individuals to respond
to societal demands for certain levels of economic achievement. Such
achievement constitutes a main aiis around which society and its individuals
become reorganized. The crucial point in this case, of course, is that
because of its intensity, the de;ire for higher economic achievement and

level of living ignores other predispositions of the personality and social

For a relevant discussion see John D. Photiadis, Changes in the Rural
Southern Appalachian Community, Office of Research and Development, Appalachian
Center, West Virginia University, Research Series 7, (1968).
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system which are not fulfilled and obviously create tensions. In this

sense not all migrants in Cleveland have the majority of their motivations

satisfied during their stay in Cleveland. Conflict in other areas, such

as adjustment to the speed of technological change may also affect various

aspects of the individual's way of life., Then, too, tension could exist

in a similar manner among those who either did not migrate or could not

meet the demands of the city and retreated to Appalachia. The empirical »
data presented in the following pages offer among other information some

indications of the presence of such tensions and the mechanisms used to

alleviate them. But before we discuss our empirical data, we will say a

few things about migration in general and Appalachian migration in particular.

Migration

Migration involves simply a more or less permanent change in residence,
a movement from a doner community to a receiving community. Migration
in a social sense involves a transfer of loyalty, a change in identity and
8

a disruption #n secial ties and commitments. If we are to identify and

predict those whe would change their permanent residence, it is necessary

to understand and classify those factors motivating persons to migrate.

Peterson has broken down this meotivation to migrate inte two categories:

innovating migratien which is a means of achieving the new and censervative
migration which is a response to a change in conditions by trying to retain

what one has had. Further differentiation by Petersen includes primitive

migration or u reaction to a deterioration in physical environment, . é

8

Ronald Klietsch, Social Reponse to Population Change and Migratien,
Agriculture and Home Economics Experiment Statien, Iowa State University,
Special Report No. 40 (September, 1964), p. 38.

36




L D 2 e A i

ik & LR et e \ -

impelling and ferced migratien or a reaction to a change in a secial

institution, free migratiou or an action of higher aspirations fer self

and mass migration or a response to a collective behavior and social

9
momentum already in effect.

In sum, it can stated that most types of migration are theory based
on the concept of response to changing conditions or reaction to individual's
environment whether it be impersonal forces or immediate group membership.
Even free migration is a result ef comparing self to others or the soctial
environment and placing self in a hierarchy of others. ASelf-concept, in
fact, rests on the feedback of others and the self's consequent perception
of relative position in the social environment.

In general, theories of migration have in the past rested on the
traditional demegraphic and sociographic variables such as age, sex,
distancg traveled, race er ethnic origin; education, occupation and income.
Recently, however, there has been a growing interest in such socie=-
psychological and social dimensions as aspiration, motivation, community
identification, and institutional influence. It is the latter area which

draws theoretical roots from Thomas and Zaniechi's Polish Peasant in Europe

and America (1927) as cited J. J. Mangalam in Human Migration.lo They

stated that the best method for studying migration is to investigate how
the values of the migrants act upon their preexisting attitudes. A second
point made was that in order to understand migrants in terms of both areas

9W1111am Peterson, Population, New York: Mac Millan Com 1961
pp. 607, 609-618, pany, '

105, ;. Mangalam, Human Migration: A Guide to Migration Literature in
English, 1955-1962, Lexington: University of Lexington Press, 1968, pp. 2-3.
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of origin and destination, it is necessary to study the conditions
and characteristics of‘the social organizations in which the migrants
are involved.

Migration is, it seems, a system formed according to environmental
demands. It is an equilibrium process helping all segments of society
to acquire the means for attaining objectives set by mass society.
In other words, through feedback of population factors such as birth énd
mortality rates, social and political conditions, and particularly economic
opportunities, migration rates fluctuate accordingly in subéommunitiés to
and from populatien goncentration centers. Moreover, migration may be
thought as a sort of safety valve preventing discontent and providing a
way out of situations incompatible with one's goals and values. Alli
sociopsychological factors of individual and group migration must be seen
in the context of this equilibrating system.

The décision to migrate, then, is a collective phenomenon influenced
by phanging envirommental factors acting upon an individual's existing
value systems or ways of living. This kind of approeach does net limit the

thesis te a push-pull ecological dichotomy but adds the individual with

‘his past socialized wvalues and ways of life in the positien of decision~

maker reacting to the conditions of his society.

This approach, then, emphasizes the interactienal pfoceés involved
in migration decision-making. As in Peterson's classification of migratien
motivation presented earlier, the decision to mig ‘ate is seen as a respense

to an individual's environment, but these factors influence individuals

11 .
John D. Photiadis, "Correlaries of Migration," Sociolegical Quarterly

VI (1965) , p. 347. .
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differently according to each individual's value systems and way of life,
Therefore, it follows logically that groups of people holding basicaily
the same value orientations, as a result of gtoup interaction, and faced
with approximately the same environmental influences tend to make the

same kinds of decisions te migrate or not., These decisiens :ollectively

reoccur again and again in the community. Hopefully, then, it would alse
be true that by holding environmental factors constant and then identifying
certain value orientations of a group of people, one could predict and
differentiate those who would migrate and those who wouid not, those who
migrate and return, those who never adjust and assimilate, and those who
achieve their goals and those who do not.

To reconcile the above statements with J. J. Mangalam's belief‘that
migration represents goal-direcfed behavior,12 the system of migration
must belexamined more closely. To Mangaiam an actor pursues a goal in
which migration represents a means of achieving the goal, and the place
of origin represents a blocking or providing of channels to goal~directed
behavior.

Society sets goals according teo collective needs. Now through

increased communication isolated subgroups, such as Appaladhia, are

exposed to goals that are conducive to life satisfaction in society in
general. Individuals may form new values to be congruent with the enforced
goals, or attempt to synthesize their value hierarchy with the value system

required for new goals, or reject new goals and retain values congruent

to subgroups ’gee.ls. The changing environmental factors, then, set goals
which may or may not be congruent with the value systems of subgroups. v

Individuals react to society's goals acéording to their collective valuve

12Manga1am, op. cit., p. 14,
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swvstems or ways of living.

Decision~Making Process. The individual's decision-making power

is described as a process during which the individual evaluates the need
to migrate with reference to the opportunities and satisfactions qvailable
in 2 home community against the possible opportunities and rewards to be
! gained through migration-~-a process requiring that an individual formulate
notions of personal aspirations, commitments to home community, a sense of
social cost accruing from migration or remaining in the home community,
and a feeling of social satisfaction with the presenﬁ and fﬁture.
"Regardless of the degree to which the individual's decision-making becomes

explicit, each decision in migration is motivated by the aim of removing a

sense of personal deprivation. That is, the individual looks elsewhere to

pursue some goal or to meet some aspiration that he cannot secure in his
home community. Thus, migration may involve a strategy that optimizes a
present reiative sense of satisfaction."13 |

This feeling of personal satisfaction or deprivation operates in the
context of differential perception due to various value orientations of a
person or group. An individual then assesses his particular position
according to life circumstances of advantages and limitations exemplified
in Olson's mobility m;del including jeb knowledge, special job skills,
capitalAinvestment, community attachment and personal characﬁeristics as

‘ . 14
age, income, social status, and education. The importance here is not

his particular circumstance, but the individual's perception of his life

13
. Klietsch, op. cit., p. 39.

14
Philip G. Olson, Job Mobility and Migration, Purdue University
Agriculture Experiment Station, Research Bulletin No. 708, (Novzmber,
1960), p. 7. ’

40




B2

S RRERARARLI R T

circumstance which is distoxted by his particular value orientations.
This again must be put in the context of the migration system functioning
in accordance to society's definition of the needs uf subcommunities and
population centers.

The theoretical framework which we presented in the introduction of
this paper implies that migration, at least the kind Peterson calls
mass migration, is a reaction to relative deprivation. Mangalam simpli-
fies the idea of relative deprivation with the following statement, '"When
minimum needs are not met with the existing conditions in a soclety or a
sector of 1t, certain members entertain the thought of moving out of it
and gcing to another society altogecher or to a different sector of the
same soclety where they perceive the existence of conditions more adequate
to a satisfactory meeting of their unmet needs or relative deprivations."15
Relativg deprivation, therefore, depends Qn the value hierarchies of in=-
dividuals, and, importantly, on a particular social organization's blocking
of the means available to the collectivity to meet these deprivations.
The amount of resources, then, and the wmeans or abiliﬁy to manipulate these
resources are both determinants in the decision-making process.

An interesting report by J. A. Abramson studied the decision process
of rural migrants moving to urban.centers.16 He stated that the expecta-
tions of the migrants concerniﬁg their past migration prOSpecﬁs had net

been realistic; less than half had gpecific job prospects when they left

the farm. Migration, consequently, had represented a decision of grave

15
Mangalam, op. cit., p. 9.

16
J. A. Abramson, Rural to Urban Adjustment, Department of Forestry

and Rural Development, Canada, Research Report No. RE«4 (1968), pp. 11-118.
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consequence involving high risk,and the step was orten taken in a family
atmosphere of intense stress and uncertainty. Forty percent had expected
to do no better in the city than to subsist, and of these, many expected
that even subsistence would require the utmost effort and willingness
to undertake any kind of job or combination of jobs that could be found.
The deciaioﬁ process preceding migration usually extended over a con-
siderable per’od of years and was frequently highly controversial. From
two to ten years of consideration and reconsideration were reported by
about two-thirds of the respondents. |

Adjustwent After Migration, In adjustment an individuai's decision
to migrate is followed by an immediate or slow severance of community ties,
a change in identities, a loss of loyalty and a relecation. It required

two active processes: reintegration and community identification.

This reintegration and new identification require a modification of
one's value system or way of life preferences to the values of Ehe receiving
area. Accordingly, the rate of adjustment depends on how congruent the
migrant's vaiue system {8 with the receiving area's system because the
more incongruent the values, the more modification necessary. The rate
of adjustment can also depend on the individual's perception of his position
of power in relation both to the recelving area and former residence area
before he can reintegrate and identify in a new community sfstem. This
perception is influenced by value orientatiens=-by what the person considers
important and by what he hopes to attain preceding migration which make the

rewards for integration relevant and worthwhile for a particular migrant.

i7 »
Klietsch, op. cit., p. 40.
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In studies made of rural migrants' adjustment to urban surroundings
the difficulty of incongruent value system modification can be seen.
The findings of Abramson's study is also relevant here.l8 After migration
the process of adjustment extends over a considerable period as the migrant
strives to make the changes in himself. Abramson found that am early
period of euphoria related to success in changing his physical location
and orienting to the city is often followed by a period of extended strain.
Then, too, two years might pass before a family has achieved sufficient
economic security to support other types of positive adjustment.

pifficulties in adjustment to city employment and occupations were
by far the most common type of problem reported by his subjects; problems
related to social integration were reported by nearly four out of five
respondents. Unfavorable reactions to the greater density of peopulation
and difficulties related to the shift from rural to urban patterns of
social interaction were among the most common, Family problems, too,
frequently occurred related to factors like shifts in work and parental
roles, break-up of the family as a werking unit, and value conflicts between

parents and children.

Schwarzweller, more narrowly, has pointed out that the most abrupt
immediate change that occurred for the rural migrant moving into a popu-
latien center has been the distinct separation of occupational activities

from family activities. Adaptation to the industrial occupational role

required acceptance of new standards in an isolated area of behavior (work)

18
Abramsen, op. cit., pp. 111, 119.
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with little effect upon other areas of life, ?

Study of Appalachian Migration. Appalachian migrants face a
particularly difficult time in adjustment because their value orienta-
tions are incongruent with the value orientations of urbanites. An
interesting statement by Harry Ernst of the Charleston Gazette pointed
out that almost all the demands made on Appalachians to fit into city
life require them to sell out their ewn values.20 Kinship, the value
orientatien cited repeatedly in the recent migration studies as the
backward erientation of Appalachian migrants, is said te prévent their
agsimilation into a new system.

Schwarzweller, Prown, and Mangalam present a picture of the char-
acteristics of the Appalachian kinship system in their paper, "Rentucky
Mountain Migration and the Stem-Family: An American Variatienm in a Theme
by Le Play".21 The family of Le Play unites kin members in cohesive
family groups and fits 1ndiv1dua1 desires into a framewerk of fémily needs.
The stem-family maintains a homestead for its immediate members and sends
other members elsewhere to make their own living. Le Play's central concern
was what the stem family dees for its branches. It facilitates and

encourages migration when conditions demand it while providing "havens of

safety" to which the branches could return during crises such as unemployment.

19 | '
Harry K. Schwarzweller, ''Adaptation of Appalachian Migrants to the
Industrial Work Situation: A Case Study," (working paper for Conference

on Migration and Behavior Deviance, Puerto Rico, November 4-8, 1968), pp. 19-20. .

20
Harry Ernst, "Appalachian in a Hostile World,'" Sunday Gazette Mail

(Charleston, West Virginia), October 9, 1966.

21
James S. Brown, Harry K. Schwarzweller, Joseph J. Mangalam, '"Ken-

tucky Mountain Migration and the Stem-Family: An American Variation on a
Theme by Le Play," Rural Sociology, XXVII (March, 1963),
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In other words, it encourages individual initiative while at the same
time exerting moral control over its members.
There are two trends of thought concerning the effects of being a
member of this kinship webb. According to Charles Tilly and C. Harold
22

Brown, migration undexr the auspices of kinship seems to be most common
among groups which have the least skill in dealing with impersonal urban
institutions like markets, bureaucracies, and communication systems. The
support and protection of the kinfolk balances their weakness in these other
respects. However, according to this approach kin groups are limited in
aiding integration. They specialize in certain kinds of aid and rarely
have jobs as a part of their gift. They can more often offer housing,
at least temporarily, bui they vary greatly in how much skill in dealing
with major urban institutions they can lend to a newcomer. The family's
enduring specialty lies in the internal operation of the household rather
than its externmal relations. 1In general, kin groups in the city provide
lodging, personal care, food, emotional support, and short-term cash. In
this view, then, migration under the auspices of kinship promotes continuing
intense involvement in kin groups and thereby slows down assimilation to
the formal structure of the city.

Contrary to this conclusion Harry K. Schwarzweller in '"Adaptation of
Appalachian Migrants to the Industrial Work Situation: A Case Study,"
presented his analysis of the effects of the webb of kinship on adjustment

of a group of rural Appalachians from Beech Créek, Kentucky, who were

22
Charles Tilly and C. Harold Brown, ''On Uprooting, Kinship, and

the Auspices of Migration," International Journal of Comparative Sociclogy,
VII (September, 1967).
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residing in or near Cincinnati in 1962.2

He feels that the stem-family form of kinship structure helped to
stimulate out-migration from the mountains, directed and 'cushioned"
the relocation of Beech Creekers, and facilitated, in various ways, the
entry of migrants into the industrial work situation. Through the kin
network, information about jobs and working conditiopé in the area of
destination were made known to potential migrants in the mountain
neighborhood. Kinsfolk in the host community assisted newcomers in finding
the initial jobs, and, thereafter, served as advisors and instructors
in the process of urbanizing their 'greenhorn" kinsmen. More important,
the "branch-family network" in the area of destination, which is linked
directly with the family homestead in the mountains, provided the newcomer
with a measure of assurance that, in the event of some unforeseen crises,
he would not stand alone. The Beech Creek stem=-family systems, in short,
served to étabilize the immigrant's social world external to the factory
and consequently, helped to keep "off=-the~job'" problems and anxieties from
entering into and disturbing the migrant's "on=-the-job" performance. Con=
sistent with Schwarzweller's view of the family system as an aid to the
adjustment of the rural migrant is Jitodais belief that informal group
participation is not a substitute for formal group membership, as Tilly
and Brown claimed in the earlier presentationé, but that the two, informal
and formal,group participation go tbgether.z4

The value of kinship, then, may or méy not be an advantage in the

adjustment process of the Appalachian migrant.

3
Schwarzweller, ope cit., p. 2.

P

24
Ted Teruo Jitodai, '"Migration and Social Participation," Information

incomplete.
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The Research Design

The Sample., The sample in this survey has been drawn from the

State of West Virginia and from Cleveland, Ohio, and it includes only
male heads of households. Initially the sucrvey was designed to include
only respondents who were residents of the State of West Virginia. JXater
it was expanded to include West Virginia migrants from what might be
called the Appalachian ghetto in Cleveland, and even later it was expanded
te include West Virginians from the Cleveland suburbs.

For the state survey a cluster random sample of approximately 1,300
respondents was secured on the basis of the following criteria: (a) size
of community, (b) region of the state (mining, non-mining, northern, and
southern part of the state), and (c) socioeconomic status. Thus two
counties were selected from the northern part of the state, Mineral and
Hardy, and one county, Raleigh, from the southern part of the state. In
each county communities were selected on the basis of size. Inside these
communities and for smaller communities in particular, the nth household

was interviewed. For larger communities a stratified cluster sample based

on socioeconomic status was drawn. Thus, the town of Keyser, Mineral County,

was divided into nine segments representing five different socioeconomic
strata. For each socioeconomic stratum one segment was retained, and the
nthhousehold in this segment was marked for interview. In addition to
these three counties a similar but more elaborate procedure was followed
to interview respondents in the cities of Charleston and Morgantown. In
the case of Charleston, nineteen segments representing eight different
sociceconomic strata were selected. 1In some of these segments the nth

bloclt and in each block the nth household were selected for interview.

Thus, besides open country and very small towns the following towns were
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included in the sample: Piedmont and Keyser, Mineral County (population
2,000 and 6,192, respectively); Beckley, Raleigh County (population 18,642);
Morgantown, Monongalia County (population 22, 487); and Charleston, Kanawha
County (population 85,796).

In Cleveland initially the sampling area included only what is termed

the Appalachian ghetto, which is located on the West Side, between Lorain

Avenue and the downtown area, and east and west of 25th Street, West,
In this case, blocks were selected randomly and every male West Virginian
in the block was interviewed. In total 170 persons wo:re inferviewed.

The suburban sampling area includes all the satellite communities
of the West Side of Cleveland. However, only a number of these communities
were sampled. Addresses of West Virginians in these towns were secured
through school and church records, informants from various industries
located in the area, from addresses secured in West Virginia, and through
the snow-b#lling techniques where names were elicited from the interviewees.
Thus, approximately 370 interviews were secured from the suburbs.

In order to be able to delineate the sample and include the most
extreme variations in characteristics, the interstitial area between the
ghetto and suburbs was not included in the sampling universe.

Definitions and Variables. The area we call "Appalachian ghetto" is

located in the West Side of Cleveland, and it is the place where Appalachian
newcomers usually go. In later years, however, a number of migrants go

- directly to the interstitial area between ghetto and suburbs, but not to

the suburbs. What we call Appalachian ghette may be defined as a ghetto
only on the basis of the distinct characteristics of its residents such as

low income, style of life, and the fact that they mainly come from Appalachia.
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The area is also distinct because it includes many old tenaments and

welfare type agencies with second hand furniture stores such as those

run by the "wolunteers of America' and similar organizations., Like in

most cities in this country the so called Appalachian ghetto is part of

the first ecological circle surrounding the downtown district. In most

cities a variety of nationality groups has during this century succeeded

each other in occupying this zone adjacent to the downtown area. In the last

couple of years Puerto Ricans have been moving into the area, succeeding

the Appalachians, who in turn had succeeded a group which included a con~

siderable number of first and sscond generation Eastern European immigrants.
Overgeneralizing we might say that the second zone surrounding the

so called ghetto is an area with single family homes whose residents are

not as transient as those of the ghetto and whose homes and gardens are

better kept as compared to those in the ghetto. A number of West Virginians

now reside in this zone. The third zone includes still better houses

than the second zone including a number of beiter homes made out of brick.
Beyond this area are the suburban towns. A number of these towns can be
seen at the beginning of this publication on the attached map of Cleveland

and suburban towns of the West Side which is the side the so called

Appalachian ghetto is located. One of the main streets going from downtoyn
through the ghétto to the suburbs, 25th Street, becomes a throughway as

it reaches the suburbs. Mest suburban Appalachians live in towns surrounding
this highway. In Brunswick, for instance, it is claimed that more than

half of the residents are from West Virginid. Brunswick resembles any new
lower income suburban town. The value of most homes is between $12,000

and $18,000; the lawns are well kept énd the furniture inside is usually

medern., Many West Virginians work for industries such as the automebile
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industries with plants lecated in the West Side but either outside of
the city or teward its periphery.
The main part ef the life of these peeple, therefore, is spent in a

physical environment which does net exactly resemble West Virginia because

it censists of enly low rolling hills with limited number ef trees, but

it does effer facilities and cenveniences which are far more adequate

than ene could find in rural West Virginia.

The variables which are treated in this study are defined and described
in the parts ef the report where they are examined. Mest cf these variables ‘
have been included in beth the State and the CIeQeland questionnaires, but L
geme variables have been used enly in one of these subsamples.

| The initial purpese of this survey was te ascertain certain secial
and seciepsychelegical attributes eof selected segments of the state's
populatiern. These segments were to be designated iu terms eof siée of }
cemmunity, secieeconemic status, and nen~migrant and returned migrant status.
But, because close to one=third of the West Virginians new live eutside
the gtate, Cleveland, a city where large numbers of West Virginians live,
was alse included in the dniverse. The populatien universe in Cleveland
initially included enly the se-called Appalachian ghette. During inter-
viewing, however, it became apparent that there were more West Virginians
in the suburbs than in the ghetto. To include these peeple in the sample,
the author appliéd for a grant at the Manpower Administration, Office of
Manpower Policy, Evaluatiqn, and Research; Department of Laber.. The
request was granted but under one stipulatien, that we include in our ;
questionnaire approximately ten pages of the questionnaire of the Bureau

of Social Science Research which had a grant to study southern immigrants

in Cleveland.
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The present paper deals only with the presentation of marginals for
four different groups:. non-migrants, returned migrants, and residents
of the Cleveland Appalachian ghetto and of the suburbs. In order to
eliminate at least part of the intervening variables and thus become able
to acquire some understanding of some relatively basic social process 2
we were set to st&dy,ithese four grcups have been matched in terms of age

and education. Attempt was not made to match the four groups in terms

of income, and therefore secure matching in terms of socioeconomic status, ¥

e R

because it is known that wages in Cleveland are higher. Because of the
way the data are presented attempt was not made for statistical analysis.
This will be done in the following analysis of specific areas of this
report where primarily summary score scales will be treated.

The overall hypothesis here is that migration serves as an equili-
brating process offering people opportunities to keep up with societal i
expectations to the degree that life satisfaction is not threatened. In
the light of this hypothesis our four groups could be seen as representing,
in terms of motivation and potential for adjustment, a continuum. In other i

words, these four groups are seen as including people of the same age and

education who (a) did not migrate, (b) migrated but had difficulties ad=- 1
justing and had to return to West Virginia, (c) remained in Cleveland but
had to stay in the ghetto with its distinct sociocultural environment in
order to be able to take city life and, (d) moved to the suburbs from the

ghetto when culturally and economically confident, joining the main stream

of the American life and society.




PART II
FINDINGS

Age. Education, and Attitudes Toward Educatien

Age. Age, as a variable, is probably the most discrete variable
associated with migration. The most prominent finding concerning age
and migration is that migrants throughout the world are primarily men
between the ages of 20 and 40. Table 1 shows that this is the case with
West Virginia migrants also. There are almost twice as many men of
the ages from 20 to 30 in the Cleveland suburbs and almost four times
as many (42.8 percent) in the Appalachian ghetto as compared to either
non=migrants or returned migrants in West Virgiria. The same is true
for the age group between 31 and 40 which is also represented more by
suburbanite migrants. But here the Cleveland suburbanites, not the
ghetto group, constitute the most numerous segment (15.8 percent). The
fact that the 21-30 group is represented more by ghetto residents while
the 51 to 40 is represented more by suburbanites could very well be due
to the fact that people first move into the ghetto and from there move
to the suburbs when they secure the means. A follow up informal survey
in Cleveland conducted by this author indicated that although most migrants
still go to the ghetto, others in increasing numbers go directly to the
interstitial area between ghetto and suburbs of the West Side of Cleveland.
The main factors which determine the movement to one place or another seems
to be family connections, skill and education.

With the exception of the group of ghetto residents, the remaining

three groups have about a4 fourth of their membérs in the 41 to 50 age

category; only about 11 percent of the ghetto residents belong in this age

group. Beyond this age group in age categories over fifty years, the




Table 1: Age for Non-Migrants, Returned Migrants, Ghetto
and Suburbs for Total Groups only.

Total Groups

Age Non~ Returned

Category Migrants Migrants Ghetto Suburb
20 or less 1.2 0.9 8.7 1.0
21 t5 30 9.9 ° 12.1 42.8 19.5
31 to 40 19.6 15.9 25.0 51.8
41 to 50 26.6 23.7 11.3 26.0
51 to 60 21.5 z1.1 8.7 5.6
61 to 70 12.6 16.4 3.5 1.0
ovexr 70 8.6 9.9 0.0 0.0
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 160.0
Total Cases (876) (232) (167) (386)
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proportion of Cleveland migrants and more so suburbanites declines sharply

while non-migrants and particularly returned migrants keep proportionally
increasing. There was only one percent of Wast Virginians over 60 years
of age in the suburbs, and none over 70 either in the ghetto or the
suburbs. The fact that the great migration started in 1940, that mainly
younger people (particularly in the beginning of theAgreat migration)

left West Virginia and the fact that larger proportions of returned mi-
grants are older might explain why there are no old West Virginians in
Cleveland. What these present West Virginia migrants plan to do when

they become older is examined in another part of this paper.

Education and Attitudes Toward Education. In relation to the transi-

tion presently taking place in Appalachia, formal education is seen as an
important mechanism aiding adjustment to the new society.zs More particu=-
larly, the function of education in this respect can be seen from two
different points of view. First, it can be seen in terms of the prepara-
tion of new members for understanding the complexity of the new society

and culture. This need is more pronounced in Appalachia, rural in parti=-
cular, as compared to other parts of the country for the simple reason that
rural Appalachia has more catching up to do, and it is pressured more by
both internal and external social forces to do so. Second, the function of
education can be seen as a means of social, occupational and, in turn,

economic achievement which is also closely related to the level of living.

25
Harry K. Schwarzweller and James S. Brown,'"Education As A Cultural

Bridge Between Eastern Kentucky and the Great Society,’' Rural Sociology,
vol. 27, No. 4, December,1962.)

26
John D. Photiadis, Rural Southern Appalachia and Mass Society, An

Overview, OZfice of Research and Development, Center for Appalachian Studies
and Development, West Virginia University.
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The latter two forms of achievement involving the theme of the American
culture which emphasizes this kind of achievement for rural Appalachians
in particular are very instrumental in the development of favorable atti=-
tudes toward education. Formal education then, is seen more among lower
social strata as a means of responding to the societal demands for higher
income and level of living.

One of the uses of education for the purposes we mentioned above is
that it makes adjustment, both economic and cultural, to urban centers
easier. Rural ?igrants in the city, for instance, are known to have more
education than ;eople in the communities they have left behind although4
less than those living in the city where they migrate. In other wovds,
migration lowers the mean level of education both in the place of origin
and destination. Table 2 indicates the educational level of the four
groups which are used for comparison purposes through this study: non=
migrants, returned migrants, West Virginian residents in the Appalachian
ghetto of Cleveland, and West Virginians in the Cleveland suburbs. This
table only partly supports this point because the data which are presented
in the table include urban centers of the State of West Virginia and not
exclusively rural areas from which most migrants come. Approximately 27
percent of non-migrants and 18 percent of returned migrants in West Virginia
have more than a high school education. The corresponding proportions are
much lower among migrants, and more so among those living in the ghetto of
Cleveland where only 3.6 percent have gone beyond high school For migrants
living in the suburbs of Cleveland the corresponding proportion is 12 percent.
On the other hand, this latter group includes the lowest proportion (19.4 percent)
of the people who have attained only a grammar school education, followed

by those who reside in West Virginia and have never migrated.
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Table 2: Education (in years) of Non-uigréhts, Returned

Migrants, Ghetto and Suburbs for Total Groupsonly.
Total Groups

Years Non~- Returned

Education Migrant Migrant Ghettoh Suburb

3 or less 3.5 3.1 4.5 0.3

4-6 9.7 10.7 5.1 2.4

7-8 18.2 28,5 27.6 16.7

9-10 9.6 9.0 29.0 21.1

11-12 33.4 30.9 30.2 47.5

13-16 16.9 11.9 2.1 9.9

16 or more 8.7 5.9 1.5 2.1

Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Total Cases (890) (383)

(235) ,‘167)
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Returned migrants and residents of the Appalachian ghetto in

Cleveland have the highest proportion {42.3 and 37.1 percent, respectively)
of individuals who either attended or finished grammar school. If, then,
living in the ghetto and returning to West Virginia are considered indi-
cations of less successful adaptation, one might say that grammar school
education is associated with less favorable adjustment of migrants.

Table 2 also shows that those who have remained in Cleveland, either
in the ghetto or suburbs, are predominantly neople who either attended or
completed high school, that is, people who have 9 to 12 years education--
68.6 and 59.2 percent of suburbs and ghetto, respectively. For those who
returned, the corresponding proportion is only 39.9 percent. Therefore,
the most visible characteristic of those who have remained in Cleveland,
as compared to the other two groups in West Virginia is that the Cieveland
groups have a large proportion of people with one to two years oL high
school. However, the group of Cleveland suburbanites distinguishes itself
from the other three groups because half of it, 47.5 percent, congists of
peopie who have 11 to 12 years of education.

Considering the nature of life in the ghetto and in some ways the
nature of the people that stay there as compared with the subuxbs, one
might expect the larger proportion of migrant children to be school dropouts
in the ghetto. Table 3 shows, however, that in both areas the same pro=
portion of families (about 10 percent) have children who drop out of school.
Surprisingly enough, the suburbs, in fact, have a larger proportion of
families who have two children who dropped out of school. One-third have
one child who dropped out of school; about one-third have two, and about

another third have three or more. Suburbs, which do not have very large

families as will be presented later, have a lower proportion of families with three
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Table 3: Questions Referring to Children's Dropping Out of School
for GChetto and Suburbs for Matched and Total Groups.

Total Groups

Matched Groups

Incidence

of dropouts Ghetto Suburb Ghetto Suburb
Question: Do you have zny children who have dropped out of school?
Yes 9.7 9.6 10.8 8.9
No 90.3 90.4 89.2 91.1
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (134) (342) (65) (146)

Number

Question: If yow have children dxépping oui

. of school, how many?

One 38.4 37.9 57.1 77.8
Two 30.8 44 .8 28.6 11.1
Three or more | 30.8 17.3 14.3 11.1
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (13) (29) (7) (9)
Grade

Question: If you have children dropping out of school, at what grade

did they drop?

6 or lower | 8.3 2.8 14.3 0.0
7-8 0.0 16.7 0.0 11.1
9-11 91.7 80.5 85.7 88.9
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (12) (36) (7) (9)
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or more children who dropped eut of school (Question 2), but as mentioned
befere they have a larger propertien of families with twe children whe
drepped out of scheol. By far, the majerity of all these children dropped
eut of scheol after the minth year, about 91 7percent fer ghette and 80.5
percent for the suburbs.

In analyzing another area of education, that of technical training,
(Table 4) it carn be seen, first, thﬂt the suburbanites of Cleveland have
the largest preportion (3.6 percent) of individuals with three or mere
years of technical training. In generai, however, there is not much
difference between West Virginia and Cleveland as to the proportion of
individuals with formal technical training. Even in Cleveland and in
the suburbs, in particular, the proportion of individuals with even limited
technical training is very small, 8.8 percent for suburbs and 6.0 percent
for the ghetto. When the groups are matched in terms of age and education
(right side of Table 4) the proportion of returned migrants with up to
two years of technical training increases to 12.2 percent. It could be
that these are the kind of migrants who return to West Virginia because
they can find jobs paying comparative wages.

Attitudes toward education can be affected by early family environment,
or the way the individual perceives the role formal education plays in
society; Table 5 shows such attitudes of the respondents in the four groups.
At the right side of the table are the responses of the four groups matched
in terms of age and formal education. In all four groups the majority
of respondents disagreé with the statement that "a man can learn more by
working four years than by going to high school." Still a proportion of
respondents (varying from 14.7 to 19.2 and 12.2 to 21.8 percent for the

matched groups) agrees with the statement, particularly suburbanites who
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Table 4: Years of Technical Training for Non-Migrants, Returned Migrants,
Ghetto and Suburb for Matched and Total Groups.

Total Grcups

Matched Groups

Years Non- Returned Non~- Returned

Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb
None 93.5 91.2 9.0 91.2 | 92.2 86.4 90.4 91.0
One or less 2.3 4.2 2.4 3.1 2.4 6.8 2.7 3.0
2 2.3 3.4 2.4 2.1 3.0 5.4 4.l 3.0
3 or more 1.9 1.2 1.2 3.6 2.4 1.4 2.8 3.0
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (899) (236) (167) (390) (166) (74)  (74) (166)
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Table 5:

Questions and Scale for Attitude Toward Education for Non-Migrants,

Returned Migrants, Ghetto and Svburbs for Matched and Total Groups.

Total Groups

Matched Groups

Degree of Non=- Returned Non~ Returned

Agreement Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburq Migrant Migrant Giietto Suburb
Question: A man can learn more by working four years than by going to highk schoel.
St., mod. agr. 15.0 4.7 17.5 19.2] 16.5 12.2 17.3 21.8
Sl. agr., si. dis. 18.6 12.6 22.2 18.7| 21.5 5.4 25.4 20.6
St., mdod. dis. 66 .4 72,7 60.3 62.1] 62.0 82.4 37.3 57.6
Total Percent 100.,0 100.0 100.0 100.0| 190.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (886) (239) (166) (386) | (163) (74) (75) (165)
Question: Mest young people are getting too much education.

St., mod. agr. 6.7 4.2 6.0 5.7 7.9 5.3 2.6 7.3
sl. agr., el. dissd 10.8 7.5 3.0 11.6{ 1l4.1 6.6 5.3 13.4
St., mod, dis. 82.5 88.3 91.0 82.7| 78.0 88.1 92.1 79.3
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0{100.0 100.0 100. 100.0
Total Cases (892) (239 (167) (387)] (164) (75) (75) (165)
Question: Our schools encourage an i{ndividuzl to think for himself.

St., mod. agr. 56.1 62.7 48.7 45.4| 58.2 59.5 47.9 41.8
Sl. agr., sl. dis4 29.7 22,2 31.5 24.3] 26.4 28 .4 35.6 23.0
St., mod. dis, 14.2 _15.1 _19.8 30.3|_15.4 12.1 16.5 35.2
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0( 100.9 100.0 100.¢ 100.0
Total Cases {879) (239) (162) (383) | (163) (74) (73) (165)
Question: High school ceourses are too impractical.

St. mod, agr. 21.2 25.4 17.4 23.4 24.5 24,3 14.9 28.7
sl. agr., sl. dis4 37.8 27.6 32.2 33.8| 37.5 23.0 35.1 31.7
St., mod., dis. 41.0 47.0 50.4 42.8{ 38.0 52.7 50.0 39.6
Total Percent 160.0 100.0 100.0 100.0{100.90 100.0 . 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (867) (232) (161) (381) | (163) (74) (74) (164)
Attitudes Toward Education Scale

High (4-10) 56.8 59.0 55.7 41.5{ 52.5 58.3 56.9 31.9
Low (15-28) 18.2 16,9 18.3 ~28.1]| 20.6 12,5 18,2 36.7
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0/100.0 100.0 160.0 100.0
Total Cases (857) (229) (158) (388) | (160) (72) (72) (166)

61




,,W - au T PR P UIN GV Jyen Np——— TRy kid ﬁ

have comparatively more years of education although it includes primarily
years in high school.

Very few respondents disagree with the second statement of Table 5
suggesting that "most young people are getting too much education."” As
the table shows, there are no differences among the four groups except
in matching groups where ghetto residents seem to disagree with this
statement more than respondents from the other groups.

There are differences in both the unmatched and matched groups in
responses to the third statement of Table 5 that "our schoois encourage
an individual to think for himself.'" However, as was the case with the
first statement of this table, lower proportions of suburbanites agree
with this statement (45.4 and 41.8 percent for the matched groups), and
larger proportions disagree (30.3 and 35.2 percent for the matched groups).
Differenceg disappear with slightly more favorable attitudes among
suburbanites in the matched groups when it comes to the fourth statement
that "high school courses are too iﬁpractical."

Finally, the unexpected iess favorable attitudes of the suburbanites
toward formal education is clearly shown in the scale (bottom of table)
which combines all four questions and measures attitudes toward formal
education in general. The difference becomes more pronounced in the ms.ched
groups where among West Virginia suburbanites in Cleveland only 31.9 percent

have high scores ac compared to 52.5, 58.3, and 56.9 percent for the

_other three groups. Could it be, then, that these more or less success-

ful migrants of the suburbs have less favorable attitudes toward formal
education as compared to those who have to remain in the ghetto, and those

who cannot survive in the city at all and return home? As a possible

explanation, it could be that suburbanites see formal education as impractical




in terms of their own immediate goals because in order to enter desirable
industries and have a better position in the industries they are presently
working in, such as the automobile industry, technical skills are more

important than say, two more years of education. Furthermore, attain-

ment of this type of occupation is considered quite an achievement by this
group. If high schools had given them, along with more general education,
the technical training they needed, (following data show that very few
had a skill when they came to Cleveland) the suburbanites would probably
have more favorable attitudes toward education in general.

Their attitudes on this matter are primarily developed on the basis
of their personal success or the success of workers just above them in
rank who usually have a technical skill. As compared to the hollows of
West Virginia, lower middle class income and suburban life away from the
congestion of the city can offer gratification and sense of accomplish=
ment, so that any means which could lead to this goal, such as technical
education, would be desirable. College does not seem to occupy & large
part in their present thoughts because at least now it is beyond them,

If these attitudes and experiences would remain with them, they might favor
similar careers for their children as was the case with previous generations
of skilled and semi-skilled workers. However, now under the pressures

of the new mass society their attitudes may change. Furthermore, subur«
banites will be more and more influenced by their own children who will

be born in the city and develop aspirations, most of which can only be
implemented through formal education, and which are similar to other young-
sters in the city, or at least to those in neighborhoods of similar

socioeconomic status.
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Family Cempesition

By far the majerity ei migrants in Cleveland are marxied, but the

proportien ef married men is lower (83.9 percent, Table 6) im the ghetto.

This difference, however, disappears when the greups are matched in
terms of age and education (right side of Table 6). Cencerning the pro=
pertiomn of families having parenis and relatives living with them, clese
te one=sixth ef the families in three groups do so. The proportien of
such extended families is lewer among suburbenites (8.7 percent), but the
difference disappears when the four groups are matched. This imn turn
suggests that it is not the suburban environment which does net faver the
extended family but either the age or the education of the people who
move there.

Beth in West Virginia and in Cleveland the predominant family size
is three te four members. Appreximately 40 percent of the respondents
in the four groups are members of families of this size (Table 8). As
the size of the family becomes larger, however, differences between the
two Cleveland groups and the two groups in West Virginia become pronounced.
Nearly 22 percent of the non-migrants and returned migrants have families
with 5 to 6 members, but among residents of the Cleveland ghetto and
suburbs these corresponding proportions are higher (28.0 and 37.1 percent).

Larger proportions of suburbanites (11.4 percent) also have families

of seven to eight menbers. The ghetto, on the other hand, has proportion-
ally larger percentage of families with nine to ten children. It is quite
probable that as the family becomes larger the need for larger income
increases and, therefore, migration becomes necessary; thus, Cleveland

has larger families. It is also quite probable that as the family moves

to the more complex urban cultural environment, family life becomes more
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rable 6: Marital status for Non-Migrants, Returned Migrants, Chette amd
Swburbs for Matched and Total Groups.

Total Groups Matched Greups
Maxital Mon~ Returned | Nen~ Returned
status Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb| Migrant Migrant Ghatte Suburb
Married 91.1  90.7 83.9 91.3 | %.2  98.6  90.5 92,2
81“81. 3.9 2.5 13.1 6.0 2,0 0.0 4.1 4.8
Divorced,
Widewed, atc. 5.0 6.8 3.0 2.7 3.8 1.4 5.4 3.0

Tetal Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.9 100.0
Tetal Cases (895) (236)  (168) (389) (165)  (74)  (74) (166)

Table 7: Parents or Relatives Living with Respondents for Non-Migrants,
Returned Migrants, Ghetto and Suburb for Matched and 7Total Groups.

Parents or Total Groups Matched Groups
Relatives living] Non- Returned Non- Returned

with you. grant Migrant Ghetto Suburb|Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb
Yes 13.3 16.5 16.2 8.7 8.7 11.3 12.2 9.3
No 86.7 83.5 83.8 91.3 | 91.3 88.7 87.8 90.7

Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (839) (231) (167) (367) (l49)  (71)  (74) (161)
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Table 8:

Total Numbei in Family (including resident parents and relatives)
for Non-Mligrants, Returned Migrants, Ghetto and Suburb for
Matched and Total Grcups.

Total Gzoups

Matched Groups

P —

gr

Number Non«- Returned Non~  Returned

in Family | Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb|Migrant Migrant Ghetgo SgpurbMMM‘
1 5.3 365 7.1 1.6 1.3 2.8 5.4 245
2 24.3 25.2 10.7 7.2 13.7 5.6 12,2 4.9
=4 41.1 39.1 42.3 4l.1 49.0 45.8 40.5 4.7
5-6 21.9 21.7 28.0 37.1 28.1 31.9 24.3 39.3
7-8 5.6 7.8 7.7 1l.4 645 11,1 9.5 10.4
9-10 1.3 0.9 3.6 0.8 0.7 1.4 6.8 0.6
11-12 0.1 0.9 0.6 0.8 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.6
12+ 0.4 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.7 1.4 0.0 0.0
Total Peroent100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (851)  (230) (168) (377) (153)  (72)  (74) (163)
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important and mey even serve as some form of adjustment to the new

environment,

Data on way of 1ife preferences, which are used in the present study
as indicators of value orientation (Table 39), show that among the nine
ways of life examined family 1ife ranks first only among the ghetto and
suburbanite migrents in Cleveland. In addition, suburbanites, in general,
tend to have larger families than other city residents regardless of
whether they axe migrants or not. It could be that a number of reasons
determine the larger families of the city migrants in general, and some
additional reasons determine the larger families of the suburbanite and
ghetto migrants in particular.

As stated previously, families of nine to ten members are in higher
proportion among the ghetto migrants (Table 8). One might sazy that,
in general, this silze is more characteristic of families in ghettos
throughout the country as compared to the suburbs. The reason might be
formal education, previous socialization, or present sociopsychological needs.

In addition to haviag the largest proportion of large families, the
Cleveland Appalachian r,hecto also has the largest proportion (7.1 percent,
Tatle 6) of one member families among the three groups of migrants. This
proportion is part of the 13.1 percent of the unmarried individuals (ovexr 20)
of the ghetto (Table 6). Then, too, there are 1.6 percent one member
families in the suburbs which is part of the 6.1 percent of unmarried
individuals living in the suburbs. This suggests that about six percent
of the single individuals in the ghetto and about four and a half percent
of those in the suburbs are individuals, probably young, who live with
either their parents or brothers and sisters. It would seem that the

family here becomes an agency which aids adjustment of young people coming

67




Table 9:

Number of Children for Non-Migrants, Returned Migrants, Ghetto
and Suburbs for Total and Matched Groups.

Number Total Group Matched Group
of Non~ Returned Non~ Returned
Children ruigrant Migrant Chetto Suburb|Mizrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb
) 16.2 17.4 22,2 12.3 26 . 25,7 20.3 13.3
2 25.0 19.1 21.0 32.6 27.3 23.0 25,7 33.7
3 19.4 20.3 16.2 20.9 28.1 17.6 16.2 22.3
b 9.0 13.6 6.0 15.1 14.1 6.8 5.4 18,1
5=6 8.0 12.3 9.6 8.6 3.1 13.5 10.8 6.0
7-8 3.9 3.0 4.8 1.0 0.0 1.3 8.0 0.0
9+ 1.9 2.9 1.8 1.1 0.8 2.6 1.4 0.6
None 16.6 11.4 18.6 8.4 0.0 9.5 12,2 6.0
Total Percentl100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 190.0
Total Cases (899) (236) (168) (383) (128) (74) (74) (166)
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to the city.27

Table 9 shows the number of children which the families in the
four groups have. Suburbs, as elsewhere, have the lowest proportion of
one~child families and the largest proportion of two-children families;
families with 7 or more children are less prominent in the suburbs. Such
size, it can be seen, more or less represents the American standards.

In general, however, we may say that larger numbers of children, regard~-

less of age and sducation of the respondent,are associated with out-migration.

Algso, complete lack of children is related to out-migration when it refers
to the age and education group which is typical of the migrants. In the
case of the large number of children (7 ox more) or the case of no children
at all, the largest proportion of migrants remains in the ghetto, a smaller
proportion returns to West Virginia, and still a smaller proportion moves

to the suburbs.

Income and Level of Living

In the introduction of this paper we looked at migration as an
equilibrating process. By moving to centers where employment is available,
economically dislocated groups can secure income and level of living in
iine with the expectations of the new mass society. This felt expecta-
tion is seen as a consequence of the recent more complete incorporation
of rural areas, particularly low-income areas, such as Appalachia, into

the mass society. Under the present subheading we compare in terms of

27
James S. Brown, Harry K. Schwarzweller, Joseph J. Mangalam, "Kentucky

Mountain Migration and the Stem-Family: An American Variation on a Theme
by Le Play," Rural Sociology, XXVII (March, 1963).
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income and level of living our feur groups on the premise that these
comparisens examined in the light of additional data presented in this
paper will offer net only indicatiens of income differences, but also
clues as te why these differences exist and how, they in turn, affect
individual behavier.

A al Inceme and Weekly Wages. Table 10 shows the inceme dis-
tributien of the feur groups indicating that altheugh in the ever $14,000
annual income graup the nen-migrants (which include professienal and
businessmen) have the largest prepertien, in the lewer-middle, middle,
and upper-middle inceme group ($5,000 te $14,000) the suburbs are repre~-
sented with higher prepertiens. As a matter of fact, 86.4 percent of
the migrants living in the suburbs of Cleveland fall inte this income
categery. The correspending proportions fer ghetto and returned migrants
whe fall inte this category are 56.5 and 44 .8 percent, respectively. For
non-migrants this prepertien is 48.1 percent altheugh 14.] percent in
the over $9,000 category. However, loeking at the right side of the
table where the four groups are matched ene can see that the income of
the suburbanites becomes much higher as compared to the other groups. Ia
this case the preportien ef suburbanites in the $9,000 to $13,999 income
category becomes mere than three times higher than that ef the nen-migrants
while the prepertion ef those with inceme over $14,000 becemes twice as
high, although the reverse was true before when we loeked at the left side
of Table 10. In ether werds, if one could exclude occupations such as
professienals and certain types of businessmen (who are not the kind of
people whe meve to Cleveland) West Virginians in the suburbs, who at some
estimates are about twice as numerous as those living in the ghetto, are

at least economically very successful.
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New, if ene censiders that by far most migrants in Cleveland come
from rural areas with much lower income than that shown in the first and
second column of Table 10, it becomes spparent that migratien offers
some very good opportunities for ecenemic achievement. This naturally
sheuld be examined aleng with the fact that some of the migrants have to
go through difficult experiences in order to reach this stage, some are
foerced to remain in the ghetto in order to survive in the city, and some "
cannot take the city at all and are forced to return to West Virginia. In
addition, one should consider the societal pressures and, in turn, the
mental state that could develop among those who have the qualifications
of the suburban migrants and their desire for success (and even of those
in the ghetto) if they had not this opportunity to out-migrate but had te
stay in the hollows of Apralachia. Television and contacts with the out=-
side would have encouraged them to have the income and level of living the
visible urban middle class has, but in West Virginia they would not have
the opportunities for achieving these levels. As a consequence, low morale,
anomie, or some other form of alienation or deviance might have been the result,
Our society, by placing strong emphasis on economic achievement and
level of living, which after all are the themes of our culture, creates
strong desires which for most people involve strong emotions, But what
is difficult and makes migration curcial and even necessary is that society
does not, at least for the present, provide enough means for certain groups, :
such as the rural Appalachianc, to implement these desires in their own
communities, Thus, many take chances and move out of thelr communities or
hollows knowing that they would have to experience various hardships in order
to sueceed. Others for one reason or another, do not take these chances

and either retreat from society or find some other way to cope with societal
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pressures and alleviate their anxieties. Often, however, lack of
legitimacy of these new modes cf adaptation creates undesirable societal
pressures for the deviant. Furthermore, when there are lack of legitimate
opporturities for alleviating anxieties,the consequences are usually
unhappiness, @lienation, more basic petsonality disorganization and some=
times further deviancy. In support of this speculation, data from this
same survey indicate higher alienation scores and lower morale among |
rural West Virginians. From what we know this was not necessarily true
in the past. Certain returned migrants, rural people without means who
have never migrated and have not made the score, or others who for one
reason or another héve chosen to join the welfare roles oftem interact
with each other and on the basis of this interaction develop some of their
own norms. For instance, often the norm this interaction produces
indicates that collecting welfare is not a bad thing; society owes this to
the welfaré recipient--and sometimes the norm even suggests that it is
clever to make a living without working. It could be that if employment
was available in their own communities where the new complex culture would
not be an intervening variable, many of these people, including people who
are physically handicapped, would not have to resort to these rationaliza-
tions. Still it should be understood that for many, this rationalization
or expression of apathy is necessary because otherwise other probably more
detrimental forms of deviancy might be the substitutes. Let us look at
the weekly wages people in these groups are making.

Table 11 shows weekly wages of the Cleveland migrants indicating that
about three=-fourths of the'respondents in the ghetto and half of the res=
pondents in the suburbs earn more than $120 weekly. These figures are

in contrast with figures of the annual income presented in Table 0 which
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Table 11: Weekly Wages for Cleveland Suburbs and Ghetto for Total and
Matched Groups.

Weekly Total Gréups Matched Groups
Wages (§) Suburbs Ghetto Suburbs (“aetto
65 or less 3.0 1.0 1.3 1.2
66 to 90 10.1 2.4 5.3 2.4
91 to 105 13.1 3.8 17.3 1.8
106 to 120' 22.6 7,2 26.7 8.0
121 to 140 25.0 33.9 24.0 37.4
140 or more 26.2 51.7 25.4 49.2
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (168) (387) - {75) (103)
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shows that suburbanites have the highest annual lncome. Possible reasons
for this discrepancy could be the following: (1) ghetto residents might

earn higher wages, but not as many have steady jobs as in the suburbs,

(2) more of the ghetto residents are now in Cleveland and, therefore, did
not make these wages for an entire year even in the czse where they might
have steady jobs, and (3) many suburbanites who usually work in industries
such as the automobile industry often work overtime. Both empirical
evidence and informal discussions with Cleveland migrants indicate that
both steady jobs and longer stays in Cleveland are associated with settle=-
ment in the suburbs and, in turn, attempts to buy a house.

Concerning buying a house, which in this case is associated with
éubufban living, migrants, at least in the earlier years of the flight to
the suburbs, were quite hesitant of going into debt in order to buy a
house even in the case where the cost of the house was less than twice
their annual earnings. In particular im their early life, economic depri-
vation and lack of security must have created some fear syndromes. Such
syndromes are often in conflict with tendencies to spend for pleasures of
immediate gratification or relative lack of interest in saving. Formation
of some sort of community in Cleveland, fear of going in debt to acquire
property, and saving are some of the distinct differences between Appalachiar

migrants moving into the area of Cleveland which we called "ghetto' and the

earlier residents of this area who were each European immigrants.
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Level of Living, 1In addition to income, level of living 1is

mentioned as the other attribute which constitutes the theme of the
American culture. Table 12 shows possession of our four groups of the
fifteen levels of living items. Electricity is almost commonly possessed,
but pessession of gas or electric steves seem to differentiate West
Virginians in Cleveland and in their ewn state (8.4 percent of the returned
migrants and 6.5 percent of the aen-migrants do not have gas or electric
stoves). The differences in the four groups are retained in the matched
groups.

Anether item which differentiates the four groups are automatic and
gemi-automatic washers. All suburbanites have washers and three-fourths
of them have automatic ones. Ghetto residents have the lewest preportion
of washers and dryers, but probably the main reasem for that is the
availability e% nearby laundramats. Aweng suburbanites, approximately one
in ten dees net have a dryer; ameng nen-migrants, five in ten; amd ameng
returned migrants, mere than six in ten. Differences in the feur groups
(matched or unmatched) disappear when it comes to televisien; appreximately
ene in ten in all four greups de net have a black and white television.
Ameng Cleveland suburbanites three eut ef ten have coler television=-~in

the ether greups ene in ten have coler televisien except returned migrants

where this propertion is lower.

Flush teilets are anether comvenience returned migrants have ia lower
preportiens than the others. One in feur dees not have this facility, but
everyene in Cleveland does have it, which suggests that when these peeple
were in the city they alse had flush teilets. Censidering, then, that seme

migrants prefer to return to & hollew er seme other place in Appalachia

where they weuld have to live witheut the conveniences they had in Cleveland,



Tavle 12: Level of Living Items for Non-Migrants, Returned Migrants, Ghetto and
Suburbs for Matched and Total Groups.
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Total Groups ‘Matched Groups

Level of Living | Non-  Returned Non-  Returned R
Ltem Migrant Migront Ghetto Suburbi Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb

Electricity Yes 99,4  100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100,0 100.0 100,0 100.0

No 0.6 0.0 0,0 0.0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0.0

Total Percent 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.9 100.0 100.0

Total Cuses (884) (239) (168) (384) | (166) (75) (75) (163)

!

Cookstove Yes 93.5 91.6 100.,0 99,7 | 93.3 90.7 100.0 100.0

(gas or elec.)No 65 8.4 0.0 0.3 6.7 9.3 0.0 0.0

! Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
i Total Cases (884) (239) (L68) (384) | (166) (75) (75) (163) !
| Automatic  Yes | 52.6 46,9 32,9 75.1| 52.7  48.0 32,0 74.8 |
Washer No 47 4 53.1 67.1 24,9 | 47.3 52.0 63,0 25,2 ‘

Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 {100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Total Cases (884) (239) (168) (384) | (166) (75) (75) (163)

Semi~auto. Yes 39.9 46.5 35.3 24,7 | 42.4 42,7 37.3 23.2

waﬂher No 6001 5305 6407 7503 57.6 5703 6207 7608
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 |100.0 100.0 100.0 100.C l
Total Cases (884) (239) (168) (384) | (166) (75) (75) (163) |

Dryer Yes 49.4 35.6 29.3  78.8 | 47.3 36.0 33.3 80.9

No 50.6 _64.4 70.7 21,2 | 52.7 64.0 66.7 _19.1

Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,00 {100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0

Total Cases (884) (239) (168) (384) | (166) (75) (75) (163)

B&W TV. Yes 89.5 88.7 87.3 86.3 | 91.5 89.3 89.3 87.1

No 10.5 11.3 12.7 13.7 8.5 10.7 10.7 12,9

Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 {100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (884)  (239)  (168) (384) | (166) (75)  (75) (163)

Flush Yes 84 .5 76.2 98.8 98 .4 79.4 4.7 98.7 98.8

Toilet No 15.5 23.8 1.2 1.6 20,6 25.3 1.3 1.2

Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 |100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Total Cases (884)  (239)  (168) (384) | (166) (75)  (75) (1L63)

W to W Yes 28.7 19.7 22.2 6l.3 15.2 18.7 24,0 62.9

Carpet No 71.3 80.3 77.8 38.7 84.8 8l.3 76.0 37.1

Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 |100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Total Cases (884)  (239)  (168) (384) | (L66) (75)  (75) (163)

Coloxr TV Yes 10.8 6.3 12.0 31.6 647 8.0 13.3 28e7

I No 89.2 93.7 88.0 68 J4 93.3 92.0 836.7 71.3

Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 |100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Total Cases (884)  (239)  (168) (384) |(166) (75)  (75) (163)
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Table 12: Contilnued.

e e e e e . .
lé Total Groups . Matched Groups
Level of Living Non-  Returmed | Non=  Returned
Item Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb| Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb
Daily Yes 80.9 77.0 62.3 92.7 | 72.7 68.0 65.0 90.6
Newspaper No 1901 23 00 37&7 703 27-3 32 00 35 00 ’ 904
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (884) (239) (L68) (384) | (166) (75) (75 (163)
Telephone Yes 8l.2 75.3 54 .5 94.8 77.0 61.3 5847 92.0 ;
No 18.8 24,7 4545 5,2 | 23.0 38.7 41.3 8.0 j
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.C 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 i
Total Cases (884) (239) (168) (384) | (166) (75) (75) (163) ;
Vacuum Yes 83.8 78.2 62.3 96.6 | 78.8 68.0 69.3 98.8 }
Cleaner No 16.2 21.8 37.7 3.4 21.2 32.0 30.7 le2 ;
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 *
Total Caseg (884) (239) (168) (384) | (166) (75) (75) (163)
Bath and Yes 80.9 75.3 99.4 97.9| 77.0 7447 98.7 95.1
Shower No 19.1 2447 0.6 2.1 23.0 25.3 1,3 4.9
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 160.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (884) (239) (168) (384) | (166) (75) (75) (163)
Alr Yes 18.0 10.9 8.4 1l.9| 12,2 4.0 6.7 9.0
Conditioner No 82.0 89.1 91.6 88.1| 87.8 96.0 93.3 91.0
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (884) (239) (168) (384) | (166) (75) (75) (163)
Kitchen Yes 95.1 90.0 97.6 98.7 | 95,2 88.0 97.3 98.2
Sink No 409 1000 2.4 193 408 12.0 207 108
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (884) (239) (168) (384) | (166) (75) (75) (163)
First 1961 newer 54.2 48.1 49.4 93,9 47.0 52.0 56.8 95.0
Car 1950~1960 31.4 36.0 30.7 6.1 | 45.7 40.0 27.0 5.0
Older than
1950 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
No car 14 .4 14.2 19.9 0.0 7.3 8.0 16.2 0.0
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (884) (239) (168) (384) | (166) (75) (75) (163)
Second 1959 newer | 25.9 17.9 10.7 36.7 | 10.8 9.3 18.7 37.4
Car 1950-1958 18.5 21.2 10.1 37.0 | 15.1 17.3 12.0 37.4
Older than
1950 l.4 5.3 0.0 0.3 1.2 1.3 0.0 0.0
None 5442 55.6 79.2 26,01 72.9 72.1 69,3 25.2
Total Percent 100.06 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total rases (884) (239) (168) (384) | (L66) (75) (75) (163)
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such as flush toilets or gas or electric steves, ene sheuld realize that
there must be strong reasons fer these peeple te return te Appalachia.
Some of these reasens will be examined latexr in this paper,
Wall to wall carpeting, which is & more discriminating level ef
Jiving item, shews that three times as many (61.3 percent) suburbanites
have it in their homes. Suburbanites in higher prepextien than the other
groups alse subscribe te a daily newspaper and have a telephene. 'The
cerrespending preportions are lowest among ghette residents of whom only
62.3 percent subscribe to daily newspapers and 54.5 percent have telephones.
Now if in addition t- the newspaper and telephene we consider televisien,
it becomes obvious that West Virginia suburbanites net only have better
perception as te what is going on in society because they have more edu=-
cation than the other migrants, but they also have more means to use mass media.
Another typical item which suburbanites possess at the highest pro-
portion and ghetto residents at the lowest of the four groups is vacuum
cleaners. Considering both non-migrants and returned migrants, it seems
that in West Virginia still one in four residents probably use the broom.
Bath and shower is an item which also shows the difference between West
Virginians, where about one in five do not have this facility, and Cleveland

residents, where almost everybody has a bath and shower. Air conditioning

is possessed in larger proportions by non-migrants, and in this case

climate is probably a factor since Cleveland is a few hundred miles north
from Southern West Virginia where about half of the sample has been collected.
On the other hand, a kitchen, which is a very important level of living

jtem, does not exist in one in ten of the houses of the returned migrants,

which, again, as was the case with stoves and flush toilets, indicates that




returned migrants have a lower level of living when they return. Because,
as Table 12 indicates, almost everyone in Cleveland does have a kitchen,
the very few who do not have a kitchen are probably single individuals who
in comparison to the returned migrants are moving numerous times in Cleveland.
In other words, returned migrants without kitchens represent families and
not single individuals. TFinally, & new qutomobile (less than five years
old) which is a crucial indicator of status is owned by twice as many
suburbanices (93.9 pércent) as compared to those of the other three groups.
The same is true concerning the possession of a second car where only

26.0 of the suburbanites do not have a second car. The corresponding
proportions for ghettc, returned migrants, and non-migrants are 79,2,

55.6, and 54.2 percent respectively.

In summary one might say that at least in Cleveland in terms of
income and level of living the stream of West Virginia migrants segregate
into some distinct groups:

(1) the group of suburbanites which includes a large number of
individuals with higher annual income and level of living than
the average individual in the state of West Virginia. These
differences in income and level of living become more pronounced
when this group is compared with individuals of similar age
and education in West Virginia,

(2) the group of ghetto residents who have approximately the annual
income of the average individual in the state (with more people
in the middle income groups and less in the high ones), but in
certain respects lower level of living. When, however, these two
groups are compared in terms of age and education, then ghetto

residents are shown to have higher income and in certain respects
P
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higher level of living than their counterparts in West Virginia.
Still, in both above instances annual income and level of living
of ghetto residents is lower than that of the suburbanites,and

(3) the group of migrants who return to West Virginia and have

lower annual income and level of living than the average indivi-
dual in the state (in particular more people in the less than
$3,000 annual income category).

Considering that most migrants come from rural areas where the annual
income and level of living is much lower than that of the sﬁate as a whole,
one might conclude that for the majority of migrants,migration offers some
excellent opportunitites for meeting societal expectations in the crucial
areas of income and level of living. Still, in order to more fully evaluate
migration in terms of function and dysfunction, one should examine at least
five additional conditions: (1) the proportion and extent of socio-
psychological damage of those who return, (2) the future usefulness of the
skills these people have acquired in the city, (3) the mental state28 of
those who remain in the ghetto and suburbs (and interstitialarea), (4) the
mental state of migrants if they had decided not to migrate, and (5) rela=-
" tive to the rest of society, the income and, in turn, mental state of
decendents of the Cleveland migrants if their parents had not migrated
but stayed in West Virginia. Answers to some of these questions will be

presented in the pages which follow and in the summary and conclusions of

this paper.

28
By mental state we mean the total whole of the psychic world of the

individual., The way he perceives and relates himself to society and the
particular reference group and his morale and faith in the future and life
satisfaction in general,
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After looking at income and level of living of people in our four
groups we turn to the comparison of these groups in terms of the means

their members use to secure their imcome and, in turn level of living,

Occupation and Employment

Occupational Distribution. Table 13 shows the present occupational
distribution of respondents in our four groups, indicating that returned
migrants have the largest proportion, 29.8 percent, of umskilled workers.

In our other three groups approximately 20.0 percent are unskilled, but
this includes the suburbs, too, which have levels of living and income
higher than the other two groups. It seems that although the unskilled,

in general, have less chances of succeeding in Cleveland, one in five do
well at least in terms of area of residence. Why, then, are some unskilled
in fhe suburbs? Explanatiens could include a better paying jobs, relatives
in the suburbs, or membership in the upper strata ef their home cemmunity
in West Virginia with the consequent feeling that at least in terms of
area of residence one should keep up with his old status.

When the groups are matched accerding to age and educatiem as shown
oen the right side of Table 13, the prepertion of unskilled ameng nen-uigrants
and, in particular, ameng returned migrants increases considerably to 37.7
and 40.9 percent, respectively. In ether words, ameng respendents of the
same age and education there are mere than twice as many unskilled in West
Virginia and, in particular, ameng returned migrants as cempared te migrants
in Cleveland. Concerning the semi-skilled now, the largest prepartien by
far (62.7 percent, Table 12) is feund among ghetto residents. The ghetto
greup is follewed by the suburban group of which 30.6 percent afe semi-gkilled.

The suburban group excells in the proportien of skilled werkers which




Table 13: Occupational Distributions for Non-Migrants, Returned Migrants,
Ghetto and Suburbs for Total and Matched Groups.

Total Groups Matched Groups

Type of Non- Returned Non- = Returned

Occupation |[Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb | Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb
Unskilled 18.9 29.8 19.0 20.7 37.7 40.9 18.8 17.7
Semi-skilled 12.8  24.4  62.7  30.6 | 24.3  28.8 60,9  34.8
Skilled 8.2 12.5 11.1 32,2 11.5 7.6 13.0 35.4
White Coliar 8.0 7.1 3.3 5.2 8.8 7.6 1.5 4.4
Managerial 4.9 4.8 2.5 5.9 5.4 4.5 4.3 5.7
Businessmen 3.8 2.4 0.0 0.8 3.4 6.1 0.0 1.3
Farmers 6.7 7.1 0.0 0.0 5.5 3.0 0.0 0.0
Professionals 11.5 10.7 0.7 403 2.7 1.5 1.5 0.7
Other 25.2 1.2 0.7 03 | 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 190.0 100.0 100.0

Total Cases (899) (168)  (153) (376) (148)  (66) (69)  (158)




is three times as high, 32.2 percent, as in the other three greups. The

lewest proportion of skilled werkers, 8.0 is among nen-migrants. In
centrast, 12.5 percent ef the returned migrants are skilled, but these are
probably among these whe returned later because they found a job in

West Virginia. This does not indicate that all those who were effered

jobs returned te their own state, because as will be reperted later, abeut
ene in five Cleveland migrants were not interested in returning to West
Virginia. Additisnally, ameng the rest ef the Cleveland migrants the
majerity weuld return enly if they had the same inceme they have in Cleveland
or at least 90 percent of it.

Concerning white collar workers, there are prepertienally mere in
West Virginia than in Cleveland, and in Cleveland & few mere in the suburbs
as cempared with the ghetto (Table 13). In the suburbs there are alse
twice as many residents in the managerial categery as compared to the
ghetto, but only a few more are in this category as compared to those in
West Virginia.

Given the fact that none of the suburbanites were in the managerial
category when in West Virginia (Table 14), it becomes obvious that migration
has offered to them some good opportunities for occupational advancement,
The proportien of businessmen, as expected, is higher ameng those in West
Virginia including returned migrants. Also, as expected, in West Virginia
there is a larger proportion of farmers and professionals, 2 category which
includes teachers and individuals of similar occupational status. Finally,
25.2 percent, the largest group among the ncn-migrants, do not clearly fall
into any of the conventionally used categories. (This category includes

coal minersj).
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Table 14: Kind of Occupation Respondents had when in W. Va. for Ghetto,
Suburbs for Matched and Total Groups. :

Total Groups Matched Groups

Type of Job Ghetto Suburbs Ghetto Suburbs

Coal Miner 24,6 32.4 20.3 24.1
Unskilled 21.6 21.6 ' 22.6 24,7 j
Semi~-skilled 15.0 17.6 7.2 6.6 ,j
Skilled < 4.2 5.4 9.0 7.8 |
White Collar 0.6 0.0 2.6 3.0 g
Managerial 1.2 0.0 1.0 0.0

Businessman 0.6 0.0 1.0 1.2

Farmer 0.0 0.0 4.6 5.4

Professional 0.6 0.0 | 0.8 0.0

Other 3L.6 23.0 30.9 27 .2

Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Total Cases (167) - (390) (74) (166)
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Table 14, however, treats miners as a separate category and shows the

kind of occupation migrants in Cleveland had in West Virginia before they ‘L
left the state. As this table indicates, the majority of the respondents |
were coal miners. In fact, in the suburbs almost one in three (32.4 percent) ‘f
of the respondentz were miners. This proportion is higher than that of
the ghetto where about one in four respondents were miners when in West

Virginia. Of the remaining listed categories, unskilled and semiskilled

include the largest proportions of respondents, About one in five were
unskilled and one in six semi-skillesd, and only about one in twanty were
skilled for both migrant groups.

Considering now that one in three (32.2 percent, Table 13) among
the suburbanites are skilled, it becomes apparent that by far the majority

of them have acquired their skill in the places where they migrated. 1In
general, then, one may say that the occupational and in turn socio-economic
advancement of these migreants in the city is attained previously by acquiring
téchnical skill and in.turn, at least for certain cases, by acquiring
managerial positions. It is most probable, and in spite of the value of
technical experience which successful West Virginia migrents hold, that most
children of these migrants will have compardtively a much wider spectrum

of opportunity for ascending the socloeconomic ladder.

Area of Migration and Length of Employment. Table 15 shows some of
the places outside of West Virginia, including Cleveland, where returned

migrants first went. Three~fourths (73.7 percent) of the migrants went to

places other than the large cities where West Virginians are kndwn to settle.
Theixma jority of the respondents (8.5 percent) have gone first to Cumberland,
Maryland, which is very close to two of the counties (Mineral and Hardy)
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Table 15: City Where Respondent First Worked Qutside of West Virginia fox
. Returned Migrant, for Matched and Total Groups |
- Returned Migrant
City Total Group Matcbgd Group ;
Cumbex land 8.5 bl |
Baltimore 5.9 8.1
Washington 3.0 1.3
Philadelphia 0.8 2.6
New York 0.8 0.0
Cleveland 3.8 6.8
Cincinnati 1.3 1.4 ‘)
Chicago 2.2 2.7 3
Other | 73.7 73.0
Total Percent 16C.0 100.0
Total Cases (236) (74)

Table 16: Length of First Job Outside West Virginia for Returned Migrants, for
Matched and Total Groups.

Returned Migrant
Duration Total Group Matched Group
6 mo. or less 22.7 26.2
7 mo. - 1 yr. 17.0 15.4
1 -3 yr. 25.5 24.6
3 or more yr. 34.8 33.8
Total Percent ' 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (229) (65)
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where the sample has been collected. Taking this as an indicator, we
might say that, in general, the closer the city the more it will attract
the migrant for his first visit, Studies of characteristics of people
who migrate to different distances indicate that the more educated
usually go farther away, or, otherwise, work-educated migrants use wider
areas in order to find the type of job they are looking for,

Table 16 shows the duration of the first visit of the returned migrants,
indicating that approximately forty percent stayed in the hest city less
than a yesr. 0f this number 27.7 percent stayed six months or less but
on the other hand, 34.8 percent of the returned migrants during their first
visit stayed three or more years. Attributes of those who stay shorter
periods of time will be examined in a different paper in the future.

Table 17 shows the time spent by returned migrants in work outside of
Appiilachia, indicating that about one-third spent one year or less and
another third two to four years. Omnly 12.0 percent have spent more than
ten years out of Appalachia., These are primarily people who came to
West Virginia to retire. Further analysis of these data, however, will
deal with characteristics and possibly rezsons for different duration of

stay outside Appalachia.

Table 18 shows the number of times returned migrants worked outside
the state of West Virginia indicating that 62.0 percent worked only ome
time outside of the state; 32.7 percent, two to three times; and only l.4
percent worked six or more times.

Tablé 19 shows the year returned migrants first werked eutside of West
Virginia indicating that 47.4 percent first worked out of the state before
1945. The remaining returned migrants first worked out of the state at

about equal propertions during the remaining years from 1953 te 1965.
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Table 17: Time Spent in Work Outside the Appalachian Region for Returned Migrant,

. Returned Migrant
Years Total Grqgg»“WmﬁfwwaFGhEdﬁ9539p
One or less 34.1 35.4
2 -4 34,1 32.7
5«10 19.8 23.3
10 or more 12.0 846
Total Percent 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (167) (56)

Table 18: Number of Times Respondent Worked ocut of the State Altogether for
Returned Migrant, for Matched and Total Groups.

Returned Migrant
Times Total Group Matched Group
One 62.0 69.9
2-3 32.7 19.9
4=5 3.9 2.7
6 or more 1.4 7.5
Total Percent 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (235) (69)

Table 19: Year that Respondent First Worked Outside of West Virginia for
Returned Migrant, for Matched and Total Groups.

Returned Migrant
Years Total Group Matched Group

1960 - 1965 15.7 28.4
1953 - 1959 ' 17.8 24.3
1945 - 1952 19.1 19.0

Before 1945 47 .4 28.3 .

Total Percent 100.0 100.0

Total Cases (236) (74)
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Considering that approximately half of the present returned migrants
first migrated before 1945, we should probably continue te expect returned
migrants in the future from the "after 1945 peried" which invelved larger

proportiens of people, Table 1 shows that most returned migrants fell

into the "40 to 50" and "50 to 60" years of age categories., It might
be that when migrants reach this age, some eilther use the skill they have

acquired in the city to find state jobs with a moderate income or, more

usually, retire in theixr home state, o

In discussing the differences in characteristics between ghecto and

suburban residents, we speculated that although weekly wages were higher

among ghetto residents, annual income was lower because, among other reasens,

their jobs were not as steady as these in the suburbs. Table 20 supports

this propositien indicating that 52.5 percent ef the suburbanites had enly

one jeb since coming to Cleveland. The corresponding preportion for ghette J
ls 29.6 percent. On the other hand, 23.7 percent of the ghetto residents
had four or more jobs since they had come to Cleveland, while among the }
suburban residents the corresponding proportion was 9.6 percent (Table 20). 1
Ghetto residents, then, although newer in Cleveland, have changed more jobs.
One pessible reason for this frequent change and short jeb duration is

the fact that there are less skilled workers ameng ghetto residents as
compared to the suburbs. Aneother pessible reason, ef course, is formal
education, which in this case, is probably related to skill. However, when
the two groups were matched in terms of age and education, the number of
skilled workers was much higher among suburbanites (35.4 against 13.0 percent
of the ghetto, right side of Table 13). Other reasons, then, in addition

to education are determining the work patterns of the two groups we are

examining here. If in the pages which follow, no social or sociopsychological
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Table 20: Number of Jobs Since First Coming to Cleveland for
Ghetto and Suburbs; for Matched and Total Groups.

Total Groups

Matched Groups

No. of Jobs Ghetto Suburbs Ghetto Suburbs
One 29.6 52.5 27.1 5544
Two 26.4 20.5 23.1 16.9
Three 20.4 17.4 16.3 18.7
4=-5 13.0 6.2 14.9 4.8
6-8 4.9 2.1 8.1 3.0
9-15 3.8 0.8 5.4 0.6
More than 15 1.9 0.5 5.1 0.6
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (167) (387) (74) (166)
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characteristics are found to differertiate the two groups, one might
speculate that the chance of initially acquiring a job in the right industry
or chance of being involved in some training for acquiring a skill are
crucial determinants of occupational and residential adjustment. But even
if we find sociopsychological differences between the two groups, it might
be that these differences are consequences of a stable and better jobs.
(This, however, is not completely true, because differences in some more

basic characteristics such as value orientations are not developed that easily).

In line with Table 20, Table 21 indicates that suburbanites stay much
longer on a job than ghetto residents. As a matter of faet, 44.6 percent
of the West Virginia suburbanites in Cleveland have held their prmsent
Jjob for over ten years. The corresponding proportion for ghetto residents
is 8.4 percent; among those, on the other hand, who have their jobs two
Years or less are 49.2 percent ghetto residents and only 14.9 percent
suburbanites. Furthermore, 23.4 percent of the ghetto residents had their
present job for less than six months while only 4.1 percent among the
suburbanites held their jobs that short period of time.

Finally, Table 21 also shows the small proportion of unemployed among
suburbanites (1.8 percent) as compared to unemployed'in the ghetto (7.8 percent).
The difference in unemployment rate, although slightly reduced, remains
high when the two groups are matched in terms of age and education (right
side of Table 21).

Length of time the present job held is probably related to duration
of stay in Cleveland which is another characteristic differentiating the
ghetto from the suburbs (Table 22), Fifty-nine percent of the suburbanites
have been living in Cleveland fér over eleven years while only 26.6 percent

of the ghetto residents have lived in Cleveland that long. On the other

92




Table 21: Time Present Job Held for Cleveland Ghetto and Suburbs for
Total and Matched Groups.

93

Time Job Total Groups Matched Groups
Held Ghetto Subuibs Ghetto Suburbs
One month or less 7.8 1.0 5.4 1.2
6 months 15.6 3.1 12.2 1.2
6 months to a year 14.4 3.1 17.6 3.0
1 to 2 years 11.4 7.7 8.1 9.0
2 to 5 years 18.0 18.2 14.9 16.8
6 to 10 years 16.8 20.5 23.0 22.3
Over 10 years 8.4 44 .6 12.2 44,6
Unemp loyed 7.8 1.8 6.8 1.8
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (167) (390) (74) (166)




Table 22: Total Length of Time Lived in Cleveland for Ghetto and Suburbs;
for Matched and Total Groups.

Total Groups Matched Groups
Length of Time Ghetto Suburbs Ghetto Suburbs
3 mo. or less 3.6 0.3 2.7 0.6
6 mo. or less 5.2 0.5 4.1 0.6
6 mo. to 1 yr. 15.0 1.3 12,2 1.2
1=2 years 7.8 4.4 6.8 4.8
2-3 years 9.0 4.8 6.8 6.0
3-5 years 9.0 9.3 12.2 6.0
6-10 years 24,0 20.4 18.9 19.9
11-15 years 18.0 43.2 214 51.3
More than 15 yr. 8.4 15.8 1449 9.6
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0

Total Cases (167) (387) .(74) (166)




hand, 23.8 of the ghetto migrants have been living in Cleveland for less

than a year and only 2.1 percent of the suburbanites have done seo. Finally,

the fact that only (.8 percent of the residents of the suburbs as compared
to 8.8 percent of these of the ghetto have lived in Cleveland less than
six months indicates that few people go directly to the suburbs., As a
matter of fact, at least ten times as many West Virginians ge to the
ghette first as compared to the suburbs., Theinterstitial area might
probably fall semewhere in the middle.

The above figures suppert seme speculations cencerning recent meve-
ments of migrants te the city and reject others. Migrants from West
Virginia centinue to meve to the ghetto first; later when they prebably l
have seme skill and a steady job and inceme, they meve te the suburbs.
Those who go directly to the suburbs proebably have members of tneir
families residing there and are primarily single individuals whe can
easily beceme suttached to the family ef relatives. On the other hand, it
is prebable that many families located in the suburbs help relatives eor
friends settle in the ghette first, and then help them move out to the

suburbs. Of course, this is probably dene after they find a relatively i

steady job and save enough for down-payments for the new suburban home,

In total, then, the hypothesis that more and more Appalachians move with the
help of the stem family directly from West Virginia to the suburbs is net
cempletely supported by the present data. After examining employment patterns
let us look at the four groups from the point of view of unemployment and

the type of assistance those unemployed receive.

Unempleyment and Assistance. Table 23 shows the large proportion of

unemployed in West Virginia as compared to Clevelénd. One in four male
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Table 23: Employed and Unemployed for Non-Migrant, Returned Migrant, Ghetto
and Suburb for Matched and Total Groups.

Total Groups Matched Groups
Employed Non~ Returned Non=- Returned
or not Migrant Migrant Ghetto  Suburb] Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb
Yes 74.8 73.2 91.0 97.9 91.6 91,9 91.8 97.5
No 25.2 26.8 9.0 2.1 8.4 8.1 8.2 2.5

Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

~ Total Cases  (896) (235) (166) (381) (166) (74) (73) (162)

Table 24: Unemployed and Retired for Non-Migrant, Returned Migrants, Ghetto
and Suburbs for Matched and Total Groups.

Total Groups Matched Groups
Not Non=- Returned Non= Returned
Working igrant Migrant Ghetto  Suburb|Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb
Unemployed but
not retlred 34.0 3%.9 100.0 75.0 92.8 83.3 83.3 100.0
Retired 66.0 65.1 0.0 25.0 7.2 14.7 16.7 0.0
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (226)  (63) (13) (8) (14)  (6) (6) 4)
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adults 1s either unemployed or retired in West Virginia, (25.2 and 26.8
percent unemployed among the non-migrants and returned migrants, respectively).
The proportion of unemployed or retired among the ghetto residents is 9.0
percent and for the suburbs 2.1 percent. When, however, the four groups

are matched in terms of education and age (right side of Table 23) non=
migrants, returned migrants, and Cleveland ghetto have the same proportion
of unemployed, a little over eight percent. Suburbs again have the lowest
preportion of unemployed, 2.5 percent. Because among the Cleveland migrants
and in particular in the suburbs there are very few retiredlpeOple, the
proportions on the right side of Table 23 represent to a very large extent
individuals of the ages between 20 and 50.

Table 24 shows the proportion of unemployed and retired among our
four groups indicating that there are no retired people in the ghetto but
a little over nine percent unemployed. Among 381 suburbanites only two are
retired. On the other hand, close to about one in four among non-migrants
and returned migrants are either retired or unemployed. Iu both these

groups there are about twice as many retired as there are unemployed who
are not retired.
Table 25 shows the proportion of unemploysd who receive asgistance of
some sort. Excluding the suburbs which include very few unemployed among
the other three groups, two out of three unemployed persons receive some
kind of assistance. Table 26 is a crude table which will be analysed -

further in a separate paper and gives some indications as to type of assistance
respondents from the four groups recéive. At least one bil of information
which could be elicited from Table 26 is that only a very small proportion

of the returned migrants receive any kind of financial assistance; this




Table 25: Assistance Received for Non-Migrant, Returned Migrant, Ghetto and
Suburb for Total and Matched Groups.

Total Groups Matched Groups
Receive Non- Returned Non~  Returned
Assistance Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb| Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb
Yes 76.6 68.2 66.7 83.3 76.9 40.0 40.0 75.0 ?
No. 23.4 31.8 33.3 16.7 23.1 60.0 60.0 25.0

('rotu Percent 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0
( Total Cases (77) (22) (15) (6)  (13) (5) (5) )
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Table 26: Type of Assistance Received by Unemployed but not Retired
for Non-Migrants, Returned Migrants, Ghette and Suburbs for
Total Groups.

Type of

Assistance Non~ Returned

Received Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb

Unemp loyment

COmpenlltion 11.1 10.0 000 1607

Welfare 11.1 10.0 14.3 0.0
[ Child lupport 8.9 1000 000 000

Assistance from

Family 15.6 20.0 0.0 16.7

Assistance from

Others 0.0 0.0 14.3 50.0

Two of aboveX 11.1 0.0 14.3 16.6

Thrﬁe of above* 0.0 000 14.3 0.0

?Wd Stlnps 2.2 10.0 28.5 0.0

Di'.bility - - onon oo = -

Other 40.0 . 40.0 14.3 0.0

Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100,.0 100.0

Total Cases (45) (10) (7) (6)

*Individuals receiving assistance from two or three of the above
sources.
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information is in econfliot with the popular belief that returned migrents
usually become welfare recipients,

In general, the information which has been presented under this

sub-heading has shown that in terms of type of ocoupation and employment
conditions our four groups show some distinct differences, These differw
onces examined along with income differences could offer clues as to the
reasons why people migrete, patterns of employment which migration helps
develop and, in turn, patterns of adjustment of migrants to the new society,
In summary, mush of “he data which are presented under this sub-heading,

show that in terms of eccupational distrubution skill is an attribute which
strorngly differentiates cach of the four groups: roturned migrants have

tho largest proportion of unskilled workers (29.8 percent), ghetto residents
have by far the lsrgest proportion of semi-skilled (6.7 percent) and |
suburbs the largest proportion of skilled workers (32.2 paresat)., In
addition, when tho four groups are matched in terms of age and education,
there are more than twice as many unskilled among non-migrants and also
returned migrants as compared to the Cleveland ghetto and suburbs, Further-
more, thers are about three times as many skilled in the suburbs as compared
to each of the other three groups. Skill, which appears to be a strong
differentiating factor among the four groups we are treating here, is an

attribute whioch is acquired in the city; only 4.2 percent of the respondents
from the ghetto ard 5.4 percent of these from the suburbs were skilled when
in West Virginia.
Concerning employment suburbanites are more stable than ghetto residents;
52.5 percent of the suburbanites had only one job since arriving in Cleveland
while oxly 29,6 percent of the ghetto residents had only one job since
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arriving in Cleveland, Furthermore, suburbanites have been in Cleveland
longer than ghetto residents because 44,6 percent of them have been there
more than ten years. Only 8.4 percent of the ghetto residents have lived
that long in Cleveland.

The proportion of unemployed or retired is much lower in Cleveland as
compared to West Virginia for suburbs, ghetto, returned migrants and
non-migrants; the corresponding proportions are 2.1, 9.0, 26.8 and 25.2
percent respectively. Of the unemployed in West Virginia both among
non-migrants and returned migrants about two~thirds are retired and one~third
are actually unemployed. When, the groups are matched in terms of age and
education, only the sdburbs retain their low unemployment rate, 2.5 percent.

In the other three groups this proportien becomes a little over eight percent,

Visiting and Settlement Pattexrns of West Virginians in Cleveland.

Migration usually involves disruption of social and, in particular,
kinship and friendship relationships, in addition to deprivation of a
familiar culture. Depending on the degree of deprivation from such aspects
of life and the psychological potential for adjustwent, the rural migrant
in the city employs various seocial mechanisms for reducing the impact of
this deprivation and strain. Some of these mechanisms deal with the re-estab-
lishment of periodic interaction patterns with old acquaintances, kin and
people sharing similar past experiences. Some migrants return to their old
communities for semi~temporary resettlement, others simply visit their
communities or have relatives visit them at certain time intervals; ethers

settle with other West Virginians or Appalachians, and still others practice

. a combination of these things. Let us look first at what might be called a

temporary return to Appalachia.
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visiting Patterns. Table 27 shows that 6l.1 pexcent of the ghetto

residents and 78,0 pexrcent of the suburbanites have at some time

recurned to West Virginia for a limited amount of time ox for temporary
resettlement, The higher proportion of suburbanites whu have returned to
West Virginia for such a purpose might be explained as due to the fact
that there are fewer newcomers in this group, or that they have acquired
some skill which they could use in West Virginia.

Table 28 shows the number of times returnees from ghetto and suburbs
have come to West Virginia for such semi-temporary settlement. Almost
three~fourths of these returnees have only returned once. However, a
little less than ten percent have returned four times or more. The
differences in the two groups, ghetto and suburbs, are not wide, but when
the groups are matched (right side of Table 28), suburbanites appeax to
return for temporary resettlement less often. This remains the case, inspite
of the fact that they have been in Cleveland longer. It is quite probable
that in the unmatched groups of Table 28 suburbanites are shown to return
for a temporary resettlement more often because they have larger proportions
of individuals in the over 30 age groups (Table 1). It is felt that older
individuals usually feel a stronger attachment to the old relationships and
culture.

During their first temporary resettlement in West Virginia the majority
of the returnees stayed less than a year (Table 29). Furthermore, 40.3
percent of ghetto returnees and 20.8 percent of the suburban returnees
stayed in West Virginia less than six months. However, ome~fourth of the
returnees from both groups stayed one to five years before they left West
Virginia again, and only 5.3 percent of gheito returnees and 15.8 percent
of suburban returnees stayed, during their first temporary resettlement,

more than five years in West Virginia.
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Table 27: Retuxn to West Virginia or Otherwise Since Left for Ghetto and
Suburbs for Matched and Total Groups.

Returned Tatalrsr\ i Mntchéd‘croups
Yes or No Ghetto Subuxbs Ghetto Suburbs
No 38.9 22,0 47.3 22.8
Yes 61l.1 78.0 52¢7 77.2
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (167) (381) (74) (162)

Table 28: Number of Times Returned to West Virginia for Ghetto and Subuibs

for Total and Matched Groups.

Times Total Groups Matched Groups
Returned Ghetto Suburbs Ghetto Suburbs
1 70.3 76.5 67.6 82.9

2 14.1 12.9 14.7 8.8

3 7.8 1.2 5.9 0.0
4=5 4.7 3.5 5.9 5.7

6 or more 3.1 5.9 5.9 2.8
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (64) (85) (34) (35)
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Table 29: Length of Last Stay in West Virginia for Ghetto and Suburbs; Both
Matched and Total Groups.

Total Groups Matched Groups

Length of

Stay Ghetto Suburb Ghetto Suburb
1-6 mo. 40.3 20.8 45.1 21.9
6 m. -~ 1 yr. 26 .4 32.8 35.5 39.0
1«2 yr. 11.1 19.8 12.9 12.3
2=5 yr. 16.7 8.9 12.1 9.8
5-10 yr. 1.2 6.9 0.0 7.3
10-15 yr. 4.3 8.9 6.4 7.3
15 yr. or more 0.0 1.9 0.0 2.4
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (72) (101) (31) (41)
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Another means of satisfying desires for remewal of old relationships
and also for making the adjustment to the city easier is visiting old
communities in West Virginia or having relatives and friends visit migrant
homes. Table 30 shows that less tham one in ten of the respondents do
not visit relatives in West Virginia during a year. But three-fourths de
visit one to six times a year while 11.0 percent of the ghetto residents
and 3.6 percent of the suburbanites visit in West Virginia ten or more times
a year,

Recriprocating relatives also visit migrants in Cleveland but not as
often. Among the ghetto residents 63.2 percent and among the suburbanites
82,9 pexrcent have relatives from West Virginda visiting them (Table 31).

The majority of migrants (about half) have relatives visiting them 1 to 3

times a year. In addition, close to one~fifth ef the Cluveland-West Virginians
have relatives visiting them more than four times a year. Hewever, 36.8
pexcent of the ghetto residents, who are newer in Cleveland, and 17.l1 percent
of the suburbanites do not have any relatives from West Virginia visiting

them. In most cases and, in particular, among the suburbanites these
respondents do not have any relatives left in West Virginia. “

Considering the extent of visits and temporary settlement of migrants
to their old communities and the extent of visits of relatives to Cleveland
one can realize, first, the extent of interaction between peeple in the
rural community and the city, and second, the extent of information which
is disseminated into the rural community during the process. Furthermore,
it can be noted that this information is disseminated through ideal conditions
because it is transmitted by people who in most cases are relatives and

have relatively similar cultural backgrounds.
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Table 30: Number of Times Per Year Respondents Visi: West Virginia for Ghetto
and Suburbs for Matched and Total Groups.

Total Groups Matched Groups
Times Per
Year Ghetto Suburb Ghetto Suburb
None 9.1 7.3 - 5.5 4.3 N
1 25.0 27.5 21.9 28.0
2-3 25.6 34.5 28.8 36.6 )
4-6 23.2 22.7 30.1 23.8
7-10 6.1 4.4 5.5 4.3
10 + 11.0 3.5 8.2 | 3.0
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (164) (385) (73) (164)

Table 31: Number of Times Per Year that Respondent has Relatives from West
Virginia Visiting Him--for Ghetto and Suburbs for Matched and
Total Groups. N
Number of Total Groups Matched Groups
Times of
Visit Ghetto Suburb Ghetto Suburb
None 36.8 17.1 34.3 17.0
1 25.2 32.3 21.9 36.0
2'3 23 03 30.7 26 .0 28 00
4-5 10.4 11.5 1307 11.6
6"10 006 N 4.7 1-4 307
more than 10 3.7 3.7 2.7 3.7
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (163) (381) (73) (164)
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Mass media, TV, in particular, and fermal educatisn are two powerful
agents of dissemination of information helping the incorporation of the
rural community into the mass society. Migration through the visiting and
temporary settlement patterns which we described above also helps the
dissemination of information, but, in addition, it involves interaction
between the members of the two systems, rural and urban. Interaction and
communication, in turn, are the two main processes which help the creation
of new social systems or the weakening of old ones. One such new system
is the new mass society which is more than ever 1ncorporatiﬁg rural
communities and even the lower socioeconomic strata of the city.

Both mass media and visiting help the rural residents become
familiar with the urban culture, and, thus, create desires for possession
of cultural items or styles of life which often cannot be attained because
of lack of appropriate means, employment, in particular. But what is
noticeable in the case of visiting is that the rural residents through
this formal exchange acquire additional and more explicit knowledge as to
the function of the new cultural items and style of life, and second,
acquire information as to securing means for acquiring the desired cultural
items. The latter refers to the acquisition of information about jobs,
knowledge of requirements, and needed preparation before applying for a job
or moving to the city. Visiting, then, is not only a means of facilitating
adjustment of the migrant, but it is most probably also a very effective
means of helping the adjustment of future migrants and, finally, of helping
the incorporation of rural communities into the mass society. Furthermore,
because of its nature the incorporation facilitated through visiting wmay create

less discrepancy and conflict than incorporation facilitated through mass media.




Sectlement Patterns. Table 32 shows the proportion of close relatives

of migrants still living in West Virginia indicating that suburbanites have

& much lower proportion of their relatives still living in West Virginia

as compared to the ghetto residents. As a matter of fact, one-fourth

of the suburbanites do not have any close relatives in West Virginia,

and only 15.8 percent have more than half of their relatives there. On \
the other hand, 51.5 percent of the ghetto residents have over half of

their relatives back home. 7These differences between the two groups dis-
appear when the groups are matched (right side of Table 32). In other

words, among people of the same age and possibly education there are no
differences between the ghetto and suburbs as to the numbex of close relatives
they have back home. Considering however, that the suburbanites are

older, have been living in Cleveland longer, and have fewer relatives in

West Virginia, one could speculate that as migrants become more established
in the city they tend to bring their relatives there. As previously
discussed, most probably these relatives first go to places other than the
suburbs. Furthermore, we could also speculate that ghetto residents or

newer migrants will also bring their relatives to the city; out-migration,
then, at least from this point of view, will contiﬁue.

Abeve we have discussed visiting as a means of helping adjustment of
migrants in the city through the reconstructien of old familinr interaction
patterns. Next we will discuss interaction patterns with West virginians
in Cleveland which can also be seen as a means of helping adjustment in the
city. Forty -four percent of the ghetto residents and 50.5 percent of the
suburbanites have at least one to five fellow West Virginians living within
2 radius of 100 yards from them (Table 33). In Brunswick, a suburb of

West Cleveland, in particular, more than half of the residents are West Virginians.
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Table 32: Proportion of Close Relatives Living in West Virginia for Ghetto

and Suburbs for Total and Matched Groups.

Percent of

Total Groups

Matched Groups

Relatives Ghetto Suburb Ghetto Suburb
100% 15.6 2.7 18.9 17.7
75% 35.9 13.1 32.4 32.3
507% 21.6 20.8 18.9 29.2
26-507 10.2 18.1 8.1 8.5
1-25% 12.0 19.4 14.9 8.5
0% 4.7 25.9 6.8 3.8
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (163) (381) (73) (164)

109




Table 33: Number of West Virginia Families Living Within a Radius of 100 Yards
of Home for Ghetto and Suburbs for Matched and Total Groups.

Total Groups Matched Groups
Number of
Families Ghetto Suburb Ghetto Suburb
None 4.8 25.4 2.7 25.9
1-5 44 .3 50.5 51.4 554 .
6-10 9.0 7.7 6.8 4.8
11-20 8.4 0.8 6.8 V.6
21-50 3.0 0.8 4.1 0.6
50 or more 0.6 0.0 1.4 0.0
Don't know 29.9 14.8 26,8 12.7
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (167) (390) (74) (166)

Table 34: Proportion of Close Relatives Living in Cleveland for Ghetto and
Suburbs for Total and Matched Groups.

Total Groups Matched Groups
Percent of
Relatives Ghetto Suburb Ghetto Suburb
1007 5.4 2.7 8.0 3.2
75% 19.8 13.0 12.2 12.9 2
507, 18.7 20.8 17.6 2.1
26-507% 12.7 18.1 12,2 22,2
1=257 31.9 19.5 31.1 17.1
0% 20,5 25.9 18.9 21.4
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (163) (381) (73) (164)
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Stidll 25.4 of ani suburbanites and 4.8 percent of the ghetto residents do
not know of any West Virginians living within a radius of 100 yards from them.
Neticeable among ghette residents is the fact that clese te thirty
pexcent of the respondents do net knew whether there are any West Virginians
near them. This, in turn, indicates that these people de net knew whe
their neighboxs are; however, only half as many suburbanites de not know
whe their neighbors are, Due to the ecoleogical attributes of the Appalachian
ghettc and the fact that many of the migrants have just arrived, there
is less contact among neighbors. This, however, is not always true when
one comoared city ghettos with suburhs in general.
Almost four out of five West Virginians in Cleveland have relativex
in the city (Table 34), while about half of them have over one-fourth of
their relatives there, Some of the migrants (5.4 and 2,7 perzent for
ghetto and suburbs, respectively) have all their relatives in Cleveland;
;n this aspect, then, there does not seem to exist patterned dirferences
between ghetto and suburbs.
In discussing Table 32 we indicated that ghetto residents have moxre
relatives in Cleveland as compared to the suburbs. A larger proportion
of ghetto residents, 59.0 percent, Table 35, are people who would also
like to retire in West Virginia; the corresponding proportion for the
suburbs is 42.3 percent. On the other hand, twice as many suburbanites
(13.3 versus 23.3 percent) would like to retire in Cleveland itself.
Concerning Florida, Axizona, and Colorado which are places where some
West Virginians have already retired, 15.1 percent of ghetto residents
and 22.8 percent of the suburbanites would like to retire there. As was

the case with other aspects of life, in terms of retirement, suburbanites
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Table 35: Place of Desired Future Retirement for Cleveland Ghetto and
Suburbs for Total and Matched Groups.

Total Groups Matched Groups

Place of Future
Retirement Ghetto Suburb Ghetto Subuxt
West Virginia 59.0 42.3 59.5 45,8
Cleveland 13.3 ) 23.3 10.8 16.3
Florida, Arizona,

c010rad0 15 » 1 22.8 13.4 22.3
Other 12,7 11.6 16.3 1506
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Caszes (875) (232) (166) (75)
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follow more the national patterns or appear to be more cosmopolitan than
ghetto residents.

Patterns of Associlation. Let us turm now to another aspect of

gsocial relationships to see how many of the friendship relations of
migrants are with West Virginians like themselves. Table 36 shows that
two-thirds of the ghetto residents have as their first, second, and thixrd
best friends people from West Virginia. Among the suburbanites the
corresponding proportion for first, second, and third closest friend are
only 49,5, 43.4, and 37.6 percent, respectively. Suburbanites, on the
ciiwer hand, have a larger proportion of first, second, and third best
friends from other Appalachian states,but the difference between the

two groups 1is most pronounced in relation to non~Appalachian friends.
Suburbanites have about a third of their first, second and third best
friends among non-Appalachians, while only about a fifth of ghetto
residents have close friends who are not Appalachians.

In terms of relationships, the difference in the frequency of having
friends coming from the same area >etween the two groups becomes more
clear in Table 37. In this table a score of four is given for best friend
being a West Virginian, three-second best friend in West Virginia, and
two-third best friend from West Virginia; a score of three, two and one
is given for gradients in friendship from Appalachia; and a score of zero

is given for Cleveland friends., Table 37, then, shows that among those who

have high scores, or in other words, have more closr friends coming from the
area of origin, 43.7 percent are ghztto residents and only 17.2 are suburbanitea.
The opposite is true for those who have lew scores; in this group 30.9 percent

are suburbanites,and only 21.5 percent ghetto residents have low scores.
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Table 36: Origin of First, Second and Third Best Friend in Cleveland for

Ghetto and Suburbs.

Ghetto Suburbs

. Origin of Friends First Second Third First Second Third
From West Virginia 66.7 62.0 62.0 49.5 43.4 37.6
From Other Appala-
chian States 12.7 16.5 20.3 18.5 23.6 22.8
Non-Appalac’hianl 20.6 21.5 1;’-‘.7 32 Qo 33 .0 3906
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (163) (163) (163) {376) (376) (376)

Table 37:

Friendship Scale Indicating Association with Own People in Cleveland
for Ghetto and Suburbs for Total and Matched Groups.

Frequency of Total Groups Matched Groups
Associlation with

Own People Ghetto Suburbs Ghetto Suburbs
High 43.7 17.2 43.3 21.7
Medium 34.8 51.9 39.3 49.4

low 21.5 30.9 17.4 28.9 |
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (163) (376) (74) (163)




From this point of view, then, it again appears that suburbanites have

wider horizons of contacts, and are more cosmopolitan as compared to the
ghetto residents; however, one should keep in mind that there are more
newcomers whe usually prefer to assoclate with their own people, among the

ghetto residents.

Attitudes Toward Progress and Achievement.

Attitudes are predispositions to action and criteria for making cholces
in 1ife. Attitudes are not measured but are inferred from concrete
responses to specific situations natural or contrived. Thus, we infer a
favorable attitude toward a particular type of behavior when a person
responds favorably to a series of questions regarding the value or worthi-
ness of this par.icular type of behavior. A number of questions have been
asked here to measure the respondents'attitudes toward behavior having
direct implication for exploring aspects of social change and migration.
These attitudes deal with progress and achievement.

Attitudes Toward Progress. Attitudes toward progress are measured

with four questions which refer tc¢ the respondents' evaluation of past,
present, and future forms ¢f our culture on the basis of their suitability
for offering a happy life, (Table 38). Respondents have been asked to
indicate whether they strongly agree, agree, are undecided, disagree, or
strongly disagree with these four attitude statements.

The majority of respondents either moderately or strongly agree with
the statement that "life is better now than it was in any previous period
of time." Among suburbanites, the proportion of respondents who feel this
way is 66.9 percent {Table 38), the highest among the four groups. The

lowest proportion of respondents who strongly or moderately agree with this

115




Table 38: Questions and Scale Concerned with Attitudes Toward Progress for
Non~Migrants, Returned Migrants, Ghetto and Suburb, for Matched and
Total Groups.

Total Groups . Matched Groups
Degree of Non= Returned Non=- Returned
Agreenent Migrant Migrant Ghetto Subuxb|Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb

Quegtion: Life is better now than it was in any previous period of time.

St., mod. agr. 59.0  49.6  55.1 66,9 [ 49.1  54.8  50.0 63.8
Sl. agle, sl. dis. 24.8 25,0 27.3 16.6 32.9 21.9 27.0 17.4
St., mod. dis. 16.2  25.4 17.6 16.5 | 18.0 23,3 23,0 _18.8
Total Percent 106.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 |100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (873)  (236)  (165) (386) | (l61)  (73)  (74) (166)

Question: New things are better than old things.

St., mod. agr. 47.3  51.5  55.4 51.9 | 44.8  52.0  57.4 51.2
Sl. agr., sl. dis.| 34.6  30.4  32.5 29.0 | 39.8  27.4  26.6 28.9
St., mod. dis. 18.1  18.1  i2.1 19.1 | 15.4 20.6  16.0 19,9
Total Percent i00.0 100.0 1i00.,0 100.0 |Z00.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (871)  (237)  (166) (387) | (161)  (73)  (75) (166)

Question: The future is sure to make a better place in which to live.

St., mod. agr. 53.1 59.7 60.5 52.0 | 49.7 62.2 66.2 55.8
sl, agr., sl. dis. | 30.2 29.2  30.9 30.0 | 32.5 32.4 25.3  26.7
St., mod. dis. 16.7 11.1 8.6 18.0 | 17.8 5.4 8.5 17.5
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 {100.0¢ 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases  (870)  (233)  (162) (386) ' (163) (74) (71)  {165)

Question: With the possible exception of medical discoveries, progress is
actually making peoples' lives miserable.

St., mod. agr. 19.2 20.6 16.8 32.4 | 22.0 24.1 19.2  34.1
sl. agre. sl. dis. 22.8 23 .4 37.8 22.7 22.1 22.6 36.9 23.8
St., mod. dis. _58.0 56.0 45.4 44,9 | 55.9 53.3 43.9 42,1
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100,0 100,0 |100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (880)  (239) (161) (383) | (163) (75) (73) (lé4)
Attitude Toward Progress Scale

High (24-28) 31.9 29.2 33.1 21.3 | 26.6 28.2 35.2 16.2
Med. (20-23) 28.2 30.0 30.6 33.2 } 28.5 26.8 22,5 40.5
Low ( 4~19) 39.9 40.8 36.3 45.5 | 44.9 45.0 42.3 43.3
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 |100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (851)  (230)  (157) (389) |(158) (71) (71) (166)
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statement, 49.6 percent, belongs to the group of returned migrants who,
as previously shown, have the lowest level of living of the four. Partly
because of cultural emphasis, level of living, superficially, seems to be
the criterion which these people and probably the largest preportion of
Americans use to determine the goodness of their life. Probably depending
on the personality organization of the individual, the way an individual
psychologically feels often becomes the mair criterion telling him how
good his life is regardless of what his level of living is. As shown
in the responses of the fourth question of Table 38 which suggests that
"with the possible exception of medical discoveries progress is actually
making people's lives miserable," the group which has the highest pro-
portion of respondents who either strongly or moderatzly agree with this
statement, 32.4 percent, are the suburbanites. The two groups in West
Virginia, in contrast, have the larger proportion of respondents who
strongly of moderately disagree with the statement that progress is making
people's life miserable. These proportions are 58.0 and 56.9 percent for
non-migrants and returned migrants, respectively. In other words, the
majority of suburbanites live in a "nicer" area than the majority of the
people in the other three groups and have a higher level of living than the
other three groups, but, in spite of this, more suburbanites, as compared
to the other groups, feel that progress is making life miserable.
Considering that suburbanites were coal miners or semi-skilled or
unskilled before they came to Cleveland and, as previous data have shown,
have acquired some skill in order to join what might be the lower-middle

or upper-lower urban middle class, one would suspect that they must have

gone through considerable strain and frustration in order to reach this point.
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This kind of strain, then, might have influenced their outlook of progress.
Furthermore, this strain is probably stronger among those whe live in the
suburbs, because they have to keep up with its level of living but hLave
neither the skill nor the income others have. The high proportion of
suburbanites, then, whe have strongly or moderately agreed with the four
statements of Table 38 might come frem this latter group. In general,
hewever, concerning respondents from the ether three groups, almost one

in five strongly or moderately agree with the statement that medern life

i3 making life miserable. Theoretical interpretations ef such feeling
peint to the disequilibrium between culture, social system, amd personality
which the new changes initiate. New discoveries include highways, hard
surface roads, automobiles, television, and a whole array of technolagical
items which have made the old rural social system lose its scemi-autonomy and
start responding more and more to the expectations of the mass society.

The presenée of these West Virginia migrants in the suburbs is an example
of the desire of these people to meet the new standard in spite of the

fact that there is often considerable pain in attaining these standards and
doubt concerning the worth of modern life.

About half of the respondents in all four groups strongly or moderately
agrée with the second statement that new things are better than old things;
however, a little less than one in five either strongly or moderately
disagree with this statement. Morz people in the suburbs (19.l1 percent)
who, as we previously pointed out, have more new things, disagree with
this statement than ghetto residents (12.1 percent) who have less. Again
and in line with our previous discussion, it would be worthwhile to further

examine the characteristics and test hypotheses dealing with the reasons
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some of these people like old things better. Is it because new things are
disturbing people's lives more, is it nostalgia of the past and the old
Appalachian way of life, in particular, or are there other reasons?

The third question of Table 38 refers to faith in the future., 1In
all four groups the majority of respondents feel that '"the future is sure
to make a better place in which to live'; but again the lowest proportion
of respondente who strongly or moderately agree with this statement, 52.0
percent, are the suburbanites. Furthermore, suburbanites have the largest
proportion (18.0 percent of respondents who either strongly or moderately
disagree with this statement). Quite probably some of these differences
are not statistically significant at this point at the five pexcent level,
but overall, the pattern of the data is relatively indicative of the
direction of the relationship.

Finally, the scale which measures attitudes toward progress in general
clearly indicates the less favorable attitudes of the suburbanites, who
from the point of view of overt behavior appear to be the opposite of the
most favorable disposed toward progress. Only 21.3 percent of the subur-
banites have high scores in this scale while the corresponding proportion
for the other three groups is 21.9, 29.2 and 33.1 percent. The last
figure, which is the highest, is the proportion of ghetto residents who
live in an environment which does not place heavy demands on its occupants
but allows them to see that future opportunities can be found not very
far from where they are; this is the same relationship as found in suburbia
but with reverse proportions.

Achievement Orientation. Achievement orientation is measured with seven

attitude type questions implying primarily socioeconomic achievement, although

some individual questions imply achievement in general. Progress
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and achievement are treated under the same heading because both imply
drive for bettzrment, and betterment, in this case, refers to improvement
of the position of the individual or group in line with societal expecta=
tions which are not necessarily the same, at least not in all respects,
as the expectations of the individual concerning his inmer satisfaction
and happiness. 1In other words, both this and the previous scale do not
measure progress or achievement in terms of a style of life which would
be in line with the nature of man but a style which would be desirable

in terms of societal expectations.

Respenses to the first question of Table 39 which suggest that
"getting ahead is one of the most important things in life", indicates
that, with the exception of suburbanites, the majority of respondents
either strengly or moderately agree with this statement. Only one in
five, and again with the exception of the group of suburbanites, strongly
or moderately disagrees with the statement. But, again, and as was the
case with attitudes toward progress, suburbanites, at least in terms of
numbers, show weaker achievement orientation than iLhe other three groups.
In terms of this first question of Table 39 the difference is more pro-
nounced when suburbanites are compared with ghetto residents; among ghetto
residents 65.3 percent stromgly or moderately agree that getting ahead is
one of the most important things in life while among the suburbanites only
48.6 percent do so. In a similar fashion, the percentages of those who
disagree with the statement are reversed--more suburbanites than ghetto
residents disagree with this first statement; the corresponding proportions
are 29.3 versus 17.3 percent.

However, the difference between the affluent suburbanites and the

other three groups becomes more pranounced in the second question with more
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Table 39: Questions and Scale for Achievement Motivation for Returned Migrants,
Non-Migrants, Ghetto and Suburbs; for Matched and Total Groups.

Total Groups Matched Groups
Degree of Non= Returned Non=- Returned
Agreement Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb| Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb
Question: Getting ahead is one of the most important things in life.
St., mod. agree. 58.5 58.6 65.3 48.6 | 64.3 6l.4 69.4 53.0
Sl. agr., sl. disagr.| 21.0 17.2 17.4 22.1 | 24.3 17.3 18.6 25.3
St., mod. disagree. 20.5 24.2 17.3 29.3 | 1l.4 21.3 12.0 21.7
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 { 100.0 -100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (887) (239) (167) (389) | (165) (75) (75) (166)

guestion:

\

A person's success is determined at birth, so he
it and not fight it.

might as well accept

Sto’ mdo agree. 12.9 14.8 15.6 30.7 10.4 9.3 1304 33.1
Sl. agr., sl. disagr.| 13.4 11.4 1l4.4 9.0 { 18.4 13.3  14.6 8.2
St., mod. disagr. 73.7 _73.8 70.0 60.3 | 71.2 7.4 72.0 58.7
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (883) (238) (167) (378) 1 (163) (75) (75) (169)
Question: A person should spend a considerable amount of time thinking about
improving his chances.

St., mod. agree. 73 4 77.4 77.2 65.5 | 71.6 72.0 74.7 65.1
Slo agro’ 81. disagro 19.1 1505 1704 2407 18.2 21.4 20.0 26.5
St., mod. disagr. 7¢5 7.1 5.4 9.8 | 10.2 6.6 5.3 8.4
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 |100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (884) (239) (167) (388) | (165) (75} (75) (166)
Question: Determination and ambition are two of the most important qualities.

St., mod. agree. 87.2 89.2 80.3 86,3 | 86.7 93.4 78.7 86.1
Sl. agr., sl. disagr. 8.7 7.2 17.4 11.2 7.2 4,0 18.7 1l.4
St., mod. disagr. 4.1 3.6 2.3 2.5 6.1 2.6 2.6 2.5
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 {100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (890) (239) (167) (388) | (165) (75) (75) (166)
Question: A person should be satisfied with his present opportunities.

St., mod. agree. 19.4 21.8 29.7 25.3 | 21.2 21.4 26.7 26.2
Sl. agr., sl. disagr. | 26.5 20.1 23.6 20.7 | 28.5 21.3 28.0 23.1
St., mod. disagr. 54.1 58.1 46.7 54.0 | 50.3 57.3 45.3 50.7
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 |[100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (886) (239) (165) (384) |(165) (75) (75) (164)

Continued
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Table 39: Continued.

Total Groups Matched Groups
Degree of Non=- Returned Non= Returned
Agreement Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb|Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb

Question: Children should be taught not to expect too much out of life.

St., mod. agree. 34.4 41.1 41.° 27.8] 35.9 36.0 39.2 30.5°
Sl. agr., sl. disagr.| 21.7 16.5 25.6 20.3| 21.4 17.3  24.3 23.1
St., mod., disagr. 43.9 42.4 32.9 5L.9| 42.7 46.7 36.5 46.4
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 1¢0.0| 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (883) (236) (164) (385) ! (164) (75) (74) (164)
Question: When a man is no longer anxious to do better than well, he is

done for.
St., mod. agree. 48.6 53.6 53.7 46.3 ] 45.5 41.9 50.0 42.8
Sl. agr., sl. disagr.| 28.1 19.2 25.6 26.6 | 30.9 24.4  25.7 27.1
St., mod. disagr. 23.3 27.2 20.7 27.1 1 23.6 33.7 24.3 30.1
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (887) (239) (164) (387) | (165) (74) (74) (168)
Achievement Motivation Scale:
High (40-49) 33.4 36.6 31.5 22.9 | 34.4 41.9 35.1 22.9
Medium (35-39) 30.6 30.3 29.0 23.7 | 25.7 24.4 28.4 21.7
Low (7=34) _36.0 33.1 39.5 53.4 1 39.9 33,7 _36.5 55.4
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (858) (235) (162) (389) | (163) (74) (74) (166)
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than twice as many éuburbanites agreeing strongly or moderately with a
statement suggesting that "a person's success is determined at birth, so
he might as well accept it and not fight it." This statement indicates
fatalism which is often mentioned as one of the value orientations which
keep rural Appalachians, in terms of achievement and level of living, behind
the rest of the American society.29 The difference between suburbanites and
the other three groups becomes more pronounced when the four groups are
mecehed 1n erms of age and education (right side of Table 39). In other
words, what makes suburbanites different in terms of their sort of future
is neither their education nor their age, but probably some sociopsycholo-
gical attribute associated with or producing fatalistic social attitudes.

In fact, this same above question, which is very clear in terms of the
concept it represents, has been also asked to three groups of teenagers
in West Virginia: (1) a group of 4-H boys gelected by their organization
for training as leaders because of their performance in the organization,
(2) a group of high school students from a rural county, and (3) a2 group

30
of school dropouts. In that study the corresponding proportions of

youngsters who agree strongly or moderately with this same question are 32.4,
11.7, and 31.9 percent, respectiively, for the above three groups. As a
matter of fact, among those who only agree strongly, 71.0, 5.3, and 17.4,
respectively, the difference is even more pronounced between high achieve-

ment oriented 4~H leaders and the other groups. Only 8.2 percent of the high

29 ,
Ford, op. E}_t.:.o

30
Photiadis, Vargas, Unpublished results of Jackson's Mill Study, 1965,

Division of Personal and Family Development, Behavioral Studies, West Virginia
University.
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achievement oriented youngsters disagree with a similar statement suggesting
that "when a man is born the success he is going to have is already in the
cards, so he might as well accept it."

This expressed lower achievement orientation among the affluent
suburbanites and the 4-H leaders is also showm in the third question which
suggests that '"a person should spend a considerable amount of time thinking
about improving his chances.'" However, in the fourth question, which
suggests that ''determination and ambition are two most important qualities",
the differences in the four groups tend to disappear. Similarly, in all
four groups more than four out of five of the respondents strongly or
moderately disagree with the statement, '" a person should be satisfied with
his present opportunities." However, a higher proportion of ghetto resi-
dents agree with this statement (29.6 percent), and a lower proportion
disagree (46.7 percent) although these differences become smaller when the
four groups are matched. This trend in ghetto residents' responses may
be plained by the fact that many of these people are newcomers and there=-
fore, do not yet feel relatively deprived. These newcomers probably com=
pare their income with that of people in their old eommunities,: net with
Cleveland, and, thus, place a higher value on achievement.

Between one~third and one-half of the respondents, excluding the
suburbanites, strongly or moderately agree that ''children should not be ‘
taught to expect too much from life." (Question 6, Table 39). Only 27.8
percent of the suburbanites strongly or moderately agree with this statement.
Of the eight questions which we use here to measure achievement orientation
only this question, which, incidentally, refers not to the resgond-ats
themselves but to their children, shows suburbanites indicating stronger
achievement orientation than the other thiree groups. About half of the

respondents strongly or moderately agree with the last question which
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indicates that "when a man is no lenger anxious to do better than well he
is done for." Suburbanites have the lowest proportion of people who
strongly or moderately agree with this statement, but the differences
among the four groups are small.

Finally, the summary scale at the bottom of Table 39 shows more
clearly what we have been discussing in the previous pages. Suburbanites
have the lowest proportion (22.9 percent) of respondents who have high
scores in the achievement orientation scale. On the other hand, returned
migrants who have the ﬁighest proportion of older people and quite often
the lowest income and level of living have the highest proportion (36.6 percent)
of persons with favorable attitudes towards achievament. In fact, many
returned migrants, who value achievement, have learned a skill outside of
West Virginia and come back to practice it in this state. In addition,
it has been shown elsewhere that although a number of returned migrants
unable to cope with city life return home and often retreat from soclety,
others become innovators cf ideas and attitudes often pointing out teo
their friends and neighbors or co-workers the value of achievement orien~

tation as practiced in urban centers.

Vvalue Orientations

Value Orientations and Way of Life Preferances. Values, like attitudes,

are predispositions to action and are criteria for making choices in life.
Values are considered to be more basic aspects of personality and are more
affectively charged criteria for making choices in life than attitudes. In

fact, a number of attitudes usually stem out of a single value.
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Different disciplines define values differently. Often values are
defined as "modes of organizing conduct~-wide meaningful, affectively
invested pattern principles that guide human nat:ure."31 Or they can be
seen as abstract normative standards which represent an individual's
concept of what men ought to desire and of what is right or wrong.
Obviously, there are degrees of desire and degrees of magnitude of right
or proper. On the basis of these two functions of values one may develop
what 1s often called value hierarchies. In other words, through some
empirical means one decides the order of individual or social or cultural
values. By defimition cultural values are those values which are shared
by all; howeaver, social values, although like cultural values in some
respects, are mere or less goals of personal behavior in social interaction
and are essential to the welfare of a greup of people as a whole, Indivi-
duals see the world through lenses compounded of particular combinations
of values. Therefore, pesple respond in different ways and in accordance
with the particular combination of values they possess. The same could be
sald of groups, including those we are examining in the present study.

Individuals exhibit preferential behavior on the basis of their owm
hierarchy of value orientations. Groups, such as those we use here, do so
when viewed in an abstract menner on the basis of the profile of the values
they share. Because of this preferential behavior or presence of a hier=-
archy of values, researchers often use the forced choice technique which,

in order to establish a hierarchy, requires selection from alternatives.

31
Robin Williams, The American Society, New York: Afred A. Knopf, Inc.,

1954, p. 375.
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Hewever, due to many methodologica132and canceptualasprablenl, the measure=-
ment and, in turn, the ranking of values become difficult and time consuming.
Such treatment becomes, in particular, difficult in cases where values de
mot censtitute a problematic variable. In such cases, when applicable,
"way of life preferences" might be used instead as in the present study.
Here, en the basis of a review of relevant literature, values mentioned as
characteristic o»f Appﬁlachia are expressed with statements depicting a way
of life in line with the particular value. Fer instance, familism and
achievement are twe values which are often mentioned in rurél Appalachian
literature as characteristic of Appzlachia (the former as more intensely
and the latter as less intensely held in comparison te the value orientations
of the larger American socilety). Statements referring to a way of life
emphasizing family or achievement, for example, have been constructed and
respondents were asked to rank them according to their preference. Three
batteries of nine such statements each were used in this study to determine
three hierarchies of ''way of life preference" of each of our four groups.

Appendix A shows the three sets of nine questions which were used to
measure nine different "way of life preferences'. Appendix B is a similar
table, but, in this case, the four groups have been matched in terms of age
and education.

'"Way of life preferences" as used here do not measure values, as such,

but preferential behavior patterns which might imply the nature of the

32
See ''Some Methodological Problems in the Empirical Study of Values",

Washington Agricultural Experiment Station, Washington State University,
Pullman, Washington, Bulletin 672, 1966.

Robin Williams, "Value Orientation in American Society," The American
Society, New York: Afred A. Knopf, Inc., 1954, Chapter 1l.
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underlined value orientation. Such indications, of course,-are not

expected to definitely exist for all nine values we use here because 'way

of 1ife preferences" shift fasteir than more basic personality predisposi-
tions such as what we define as values. Societal tlemes, for instance,
widely exposed by mass media and extensive contacts with members of the
larger society may overshadow sociel values of a subgroup. This has often
occurred in recent years particularly when the performance of the subgroup
has not been, to an even greater extent, in line with societal expectations.
Often socletal themes which are in conflict with values of the subgroup

can initiate behavior which can lead the group to deviancy or apathy or
even retreat and closer attachment to the old value. Typical, here, is

the case of rural Appalachians who have attempted unsuccessfully to adopt
and implement life patterns which moderm mass media and mass contacts
advocate.
The nine "way of life preferences" which are measured here (with the
use of responses to thres questions of each way of 1life) refer to styles
of 1life emphasizing religion, family, education, work, friendship, material
conveniences, achievement, recreation, and outdoor living. Respondents
were asked to renk the nine questions of each set with the assistance of
small cards on which the particular statements were typed. Three such

sets of nine cards each were given to each respondent who was to rank the

nine quastions of each set according to his preference. After the end of
the interview the interviewer rscorded on the questionnaire the rank the
respondent had given to each statement. In the analysis of data a sgere
of nine was given to the question which was ranked first, and one to the
question which was ranked ninth. Thus, for each way of life the maximum
score a respondent might have was 27 (3 x 9) and the minimum 3 (3 x 1).
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Ranking of Way of Life Preferezce for Each of the Four Groups. Table 40

shews fer each way of life preference the propertion ef respendents whe had
high, medium, and lew scores. Outdoor living seems to be most important
for the returned migrants of whom 42.5 percent have high scores (scores
varying from 15 to 27), which consequently, could be one of the reasoms
these people returned to West Virginia.

Preference for living the life of an educated man (second question
of Table 40) seems to be more desired by those who reside in the state of
West Virginia, in other words, non-migrints and returned migrants. Twice
as many people (30.0 and 26.6 percent) in these two groups have high
scores as compared to the two Cleveland groups. These two groups have also
higher scores at compared to the two Cleveland groups in the scale which
measures attitudes toward education, in general, (Table 5), but in that
table the difference is pronounced only when compared with the group of
luburbanités who value Eechnical training more than academic training.

Other studies of attitudes of West Virginians toward education also indi-

cate quite favoreble attitudes, but such attitudes can be interpreted as
merely "lip service!; because, for example, referendws to increase taxes
for education in this state continuously fail. Hewever, favorable atti-
tudes of West Virginians toward education cen also be interpreted as due
to the fact that people in the state see aducation as a guaranteed means,
at least for the young generation, of climbing the social ladder, both as
individuals and, in particular, as West Virginians, thus erasing the sterec- ,
tyﬁe of the backward Appalachian., The need for such accomplishmert hae
become more intense in later years because of the intermal and external

social pressures on Appalachia to catch up with the rest of society.
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Scales for Life Preference Questions for Non-Migrants, Returned

Table 40:
Migrants, Ghetto and Suburbs for Matched and Total Groups.
Total Groups Matched Groups
Degree of Non=~ Returned Non= Returned
Preference Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb| Migrant Migrant Ghetts Suburb
Scale: OQutdoor Living
Med. ( 9~14) 31.4 21.0 35.3 28.6 | 38.6 35.6 33.8 22.6
Low ( 3~ 8) 42.0 '436.5 28.9 40.9] 27.6 2447 2642 39.5
Total Percent 100.0 106.0 100.0 100.0| 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.9
Total Cases (899) (238) (165) (383) | (166) (75) (75) (166)
Scale: Education
High (22-27) 30.0 28.6 16.3 14.7 | 30.7 29.6 18.3 12.9
Medo (15"21) 32.3 29.5 55.8 43.1 48.5 ‘ 45.1 54.4 4303
Total Percent 100.90 100.0 100.0 100.0| 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (899) (238) (165) (383) | (166) (75) (75) (166)
Scale: Achievement
High (18-27) 16.0 15.9 11.2 10.4 3.7 12.5 10.9 10.5
Med. ( 9-17) 38.8 42.5 50.3 43.5| 37.4 40.3 51.5 45.1
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 ] 1¢u.0 160.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (899) (238) (165) (383) | (166) - (75) (75) (166)
Scale: Religion
High (22-27) 45.7 52.1 60.1 35.8| 6l.4 63.9 70.2 32.1
Medr; (15"2].) 1905 17.6 23.6 2300 24.3 22.1 19.4‘ 2106
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (899) (238) (165) (383) | (166) (75) (75) (166)
Scale: Friendship
High (22-27) 20.5 19.3 12.5 13.9 4.9 8.3 12,5 15.0
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100, 100.0 100.0 100.9 100.0
Total Cases (899) (238) (165) (383) | (166) (75) (75) (166)
Scale: Work
High (22-27) 25.0 18.4 10.8 21.0§ 13.3 12.5 6.1 22,2
Hed. (12"21) 45.3 4600 70.1 6002 64.7 72.2 7102 61.7
Low ( 3-11) 29.7 35.6 19.1 18.8| 22.0 15.3 22,7 16.1
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (899) (238) (165) (383) | (166) (75) ("5) (166)
| Continued
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Table 40: Continued.

Total Groups Matched Groups
Degree of Non- Returned Non- Returned
Preference Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb|Migrant Migrant Ghettc Suburb
Scale: FAmily
High (22-27) 37.5 37.4 55.4 53.5! 42.0 43,8 51.4 50.6
Low ( 3-14) 30.4 28.7 5.3 8.9 13.6 11.0 4.3 9.2
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0| 100.0 100.0 100.C 100.0
Total Cases (899) (238) (165) (383)| (166) (75) (75) (166)
Scale: Matexrial Conveniences
High (18-27) 46.3 39,1 24,7 40,1 21.5 2.0 17.8 47.0
Med. (12-17) 24,9 23.6 39.0 37.7] 46,6 32,9 46.8 31.5
Low ( 3-11) 28.8 37.3 36.3 22.2 31.9 45,1 35.4 21.5
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 1595.0} 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (899) (238) (165) (383) ] (166) (75) (75) (166)
Scale: Recreation |
Med. ( 9-14) 24.8 27.5 27.3 42,4} 34.2 l:2 o4 21.9 43.8
Low ( 3- 8) 42.1 44,2 60.2 32.5| _48.7 47.9 64,0 31l.5
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0] 100.V 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases 17(899) (238) (165) (383) | (166) (75) (75) (166)

s
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A discussion similar to the above could be held in relation to the
third way of life of Table 40 which emphasizes achievement, and, more
specifically, achievement in line with mass society expectations. 1In
this case, again, the two West Virginia groups have the highest proportion
(16.0 and 15.9 percent) of respondents who have high scores in the total
of the responses to the three questions which measure 1ife in line with
achievement orientation. The situation, however, changes when the groups
are matched (right side of Table 40). In that case, the group with the
lowest proportion of individuals with high scores and the highest proportion
of individuals with low scores are the non-migrants, that is, people whe
never left the state but who are of the same age and education as the other
three groups. This also implies that the higher scores which were shown
in the left side oi the table are probably due to the presence of individuals
with the higher educational levels in this group.

A life in line with religion, fourth question of Table 40, seems to
be valued more by the returned migrants and ghetto residents, the two
lower socioeconomic straca groups. Relevant li-erature suggests that
people in these groups have a need for becoming attached to some doctrine
in order to cope with the frustrations which the expectations of the new
soclety produce. The group which shows the lowest scores in this scale
are the suburbanites. Their scores become much lower in comparison to
the other three groups when the four groups are matched. In other words,
age and education do not influence the fact that suburbanites value life
in line with religion less than the other three groups.

A life enriched with friendship seems to be valued more by the two

groups in West Virginia which normally have differen. age (more older people)
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and occupation distributions than the two groups from Cleveland. However,
when the groups are matched (right side of Table 40) so that no age differ-

ences exist among our four groups, friendship becomes more important for

the two groups in Cleveland. These groups, in turn, are those which
consist of people who have moved to a new community more businesslike than
their origin community and, therefore, feel the importance of friendship

and friends.

A way of life where work is precticed and enjoyed seems to be less
important among the two lower sceioceconomic strata and less skilled occu-
pational groups, the returned migrants and the ghetto residents. These
two groups remain lower when the four groups are matched, but, in contrast,
suburbanites in the matched group show twice as many respondents with high
scores as the two groups in West Virginia and more than three times zas
many as the ghetto group (6.1 versus 22,2 percent). By explanation it
could be stated that either suburbanites came to like their new skilled
Jjobs or they acquire the skill and have this level of living simply because
they value work.

Value of family life is higher in the two Cleveland groups, and it
remiins higher when the groups are matched., It seers Jjustifiable that

femily life and friendship become more important for people who have moved
into a new covmunity particularly for the rural migrant, because of the
role of primary group relationships which have become more and more crucial
as soclety bhecomes more and more complex.

A life enriched with material comforts which are so emphasized by
modern society seems to be valued almost equally by all groups except the

ghetto residents. Ghetto residents have comparatively very few material
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comforts and, in turn, because they are not used to comforts or because
‘they need other things more, the ghetto residents value these material
comforts less. However, when the groups are matched, the suburbs show by
far the largest proportion of respondents, 47.0 percent, (second page of
Table 49) who have high scores on the material cenvenience scale. Most
of these people are newcomers in the world of matexrial conveniences which

they see as a means of social achlevement.

Finally, a life involving a consideralble amount of racreation is chown
to be preferred more often by non-migrants (a group which includes a con«
siderable number of high S.E.S. respondents) and least often by ghetto
residents. However, when the groups are matched to eliminate education and

age differentiation, suburbanites become the group which more often values

recreation. The suburbanites, in fact, have the highest income, and there=
fore, more means for becoming involved in recreational activities,

Let us look now at each of our four groups separately and examine the
hierarchy or protfile of their values, or to be more accurate, the profile
of their way of life preferences. Figures 1, 2, 3, and 4 are produced on
the basis of the way respondents in each group ranked the nine way of life

preferences. In each group for each way of life the tctal score of all

respondents combined was estimated, This total included, first, the total
from each respondent's ranking of the three questions (shown in Appendix A)
which measured one particular way of life. For instance, if the respondent
had ranked friendship in the three sets of questions 4th, 5th, and 3rd, the
score this respondent would receive would be 6+5+7=18. In other words, the
scoring in this case is the reverse to that of the rank order. The total of
such scores of all individuals in the group divided by the number of people
in the group could indicate: first, the position in the group of the parti~

cular way of life, e.g. friendship, in relation to the other ways of life;
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and, second, the position of one group in relatlon to the other three
groups according to the particular way of life.

Figure 1 shows the nine way of life preferences of non-migrants.
The highest of the nine indexes, which in this case is religion, is used
as the 100 percent basis; anothex way of life preference whose index or
{mpoctance for the majority of the people is half of that of religion
vould be marked on the 50 percent level of the vertical axis, Figure 1,
then, shows that non-migrants, if they had a choilce among all nine ways
of 1ife, would first of all life to have a life in line with religion.
This, of course, does not lmply that every individual in the group feels
this way, but simply that more people prefer this way of life to other
ways of life. The second way of life preference as shown both in figure 1
and the rank order at the bottom of the page is family life, and it is
followed by education and work. Although a number of respondents did not
zank as high in these éour values, the majority of them conformed because
all four values are highly institutionalized aspects of almost everyone's
1life, and, of ceurse, in order to be that much institutienalized, these
ways of life must perform crucial functions for the average person.
However, because they are se highly institutionalized and important and,
therefore, involve large areas of the individual's behavior. differences
in hierarchy or rank order among individuals or among our four groups,
even if they only involwve a single rank, would imply differences in many
aspects of behavior. These aspects of behavior stem out of particular
value(s) (in our case, ways of life) which make up important components
of ovr personality. This is, in particular, true for those values or
ways of life which are related to important social institutions and
conatitute the basis for large areas of human behavior. The remaining

five ways of life that follow are in rank order for non-migrants,
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FIGUKE 1:
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friendship, material conveniences, eutdoor living, recreation, and finally,
achievement,

The rank order of the nine ways of life remains intact when respondents,
who have been matched with respendents of similar age and education of the
three groups, are used for this ranking or in other werds, when people such
as professionals or older people, who are not numerous in the Cleveland
groups, are taken out of the gsample.

Figure 2 shows the rank order of the way ef life preferences of
returned migrants and indicates, as previously noted, that religion,
family, and education are the three aspects of life these people value
most. Interestingly, as a fourth value they prefer friendship to werk;
however, in the matched greup of returned migrants the reverse is true.
(This greup, as stated previously, is younger when matched with the
groups of migrants), Otherwise, returned migrants, in general, who
value friendship more include a considerable number of retired older
people. The remaining way of life preferences in rank order are as follows:
material conveniences, outdoor living, achievement, and recreation.

Figure 3 outlines the way of life preferences profile of the ghetto
residents showing this time that family life is the most important value
followed by religion and friendship. Family life and friendship become
important for this group, probably, because of the role of primary group
relationships. Such relationships become important for the ghetto migrant

whe finds himself in a more or less impersonal environment and in a job,

which due to his lack of skill and the recency of his arrival, is quite
strenuous. in fact, a number of ghetto residents during preliminary inter=-

views indicated that they had to take, at least in the first years of their
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FIGURE 2: VALUE ORIENTATION OF RETURNED MIGRANTS FOR MATCHED AND TOTAL GROUPS
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FIGURE 3: VALUE ORIENTATION OF GHEITO FOR MATCHED AND TOTAL GROUPS
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FIGURE 4: VALUE ORIENTATION OF SUBURBS FOR MATCHED AND TOTAL GROUP3
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arrival, the less desireble jobs in industry. The remaining way of life
preferences among ghetto residents are work, material convenience, out-
door living, achievement and recreation.

Finally, figure 4 shows the way of life preferences of the group of
West Virginians who live in the suburbs of Cleveland. Like the other
migrant group, family life becomes the first way of 1life preference, re-
ligion second, but work comes before friendship which, in this case ranks
fourth, Fifth is material convenience which was sixth in all other
groups., The suburban environment is either exerting pressure for sauch A
style of life, or these people have moved to the suburbs because they
wanted to experience a more affluent kind of life. As was the case with
attitudes toward education (Table 5), among suburbanites education occupies
& lower rank than it does in the other groups. Also, recrsation ranks
seventh, which is higher than in the other groups, followed by outdoor
1living and achievement.

Comparison of the Four Groups. Figure 5 shows the profile of way

of life preferences of all four grcups. For the two West Virginia groups
life in line with religion ranks first and family life second. VYFor the two
Cleveland groups of migrants family life ranks first and religion second.
It might be that the secular life has influenced the religious values of
the migrants or, on the other hand, it might be that people with more
secular values are those who migrate and stay in the city. Among the
suburbanites, in particular, religious life is of much less importance than
in the other groups. Also less important for this group is a life where
education would be an important aspect. Conversely, suburbanites value

considerably more material conveniences and recreation than the other three
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groups. But in both these types of way of living preferences, suburbanites
are followed by the non-migrants. Actually, these two groups have higher
income and level of living than returned migrants and ghetto residents
(Tables 9 and 11), ané, therefore, have higher scores in these two life
preferences either because material conveniences and recreation are of
more use to the suburbanites and non-migrants, or because they actually
vailue them more and have become more successful in acquiring them. In
general, suburbanites have higher rank than the other groups on achieve-
ment, work, material comfort, familism, friemndship, and recfeation. Ghetto
residents, however, rank higher on religious life. The two West Virginia
groups rank higher on education, which as we indicated previously, 1is
probably a consequence of the internal and external pressures they feel to
improve education in West Virginia which they see as a means of catching
up with the rest of the American society.

Appendix A shows tﬁe proportion of respondents from the four groups
who have ranked as %th, 8th, 7th, etc., each of the 27 questions from
the three batteries (three questions for each way of life). For instance,
the statement, "To live in the outdoors and the pure air of the mountains,"
has been checked as the ninth choice by 17 percent of the non-migrants (N),
12 percent of the returnéd migrants (R), 12 percemt of the ghetto‘residgnts )
and 21 percent of the suburbanites (S). Thig.samc statement has been checked
as first choice (second page of Appendix, tOp'liae) by 6 percent of the
non--igranti, 8 percent of the returned migrants, and 5 percent of the
suburbanites.

Appendix B shows the same distribution in the matched groups. Analysis

of the individual questions of Appendix A and B 18 not presented here due
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to its length. Totals of those questions, of course, have been presented

in figures one to five and in Table 40.

Religion, Beliefs, and Participation

" Under the previous heading, we have shown that life in line with
religion ranked first for the two West Virginia groups and second for the
Cleveland groups. Here we examine religion in more detail, and we look S
first at the religious beliefs of our four groups.

Beliefs and values are in some ways related, at least to the extent

that we usually value some tnings we believe to be true. In general,
a belief is a conviction that something is real or true; beliefs are
man's perceptions of reality or of existence. From this point of view,
then, one shouid expect that preference of a life in line with religion

and religious beliefs should differentiate our four groups in a similar

fashion.
Religious Beliefs. Table 41 includes four questions which are designed
to measure orthodox Christian belief.35 However, looking at the fourth
question, "I believe that the world is soon coming to an erd", one wonders
if this question actually measures sectarian beliefs in particular. (Even
s0, all four questions are used for the summary score at the bottom of
Table 41).
Abcut four-fifths of the respondents in Table 41 strongly or moderately »

agree with the statement that ''there is a divine plan and purpose for every

34
These four questions are from a six question scale designed to measure
orthodox Christian belief by S. Putney and R. Middleton, and come from their
paper ,"Dimensions and Correlates of Religious Ideologies,'" which was read
at the Sociological Society, New York, April, 1960.
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Table 41:

Questions and Scale for Orthodox Belief Scale for Non-Migrants,

Returned Migrants, Ghetto, and Suburbs, for Matched and Total

Groups. -
Total Groups Matched Groups

Degree of Non- Ret::rned Non- Returned
Agreement Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb| Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb
Question: I believe there is a divine plan and purpose'for every living person

and thing.
St., mod. agr. 76 .4 78.7 82,9 70.6 | 80.4 89.2 87.7 70.5
Sl. agr., sl. disagrd 12.4 8.5 12.1 18.6 | 12.9 5.4 11.0 20.5
St., mod. disagr. 1i.2 12.8 5.0 10.8 6.7 5.4 i.3 9.0
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 00,0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (874)  (235) {(164)  (388) | (163) (74) (73) (166)
Question: I believe there is a God who hears and answers prayers.,
St., mod. agr. 91.0 93.3 93.3 87.3 ) 91.9 93.3 9.7 86,7
Sl. agr., sl. disagr. 6.3 4.6 4.9 9.1 6.1 5.3 5.3 12.1
St., mod. disagr. 2.7 2.1 1.8 3.6 2.0 l.4 0.0 1.2
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 106.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (881) (237) (l64)  (387) | (162) (75) (75) (165)
Question: I believe there is a life after death.
St., mod. agr. 83.2 86.0 77.7 79.1 , 83.8 88.0 8l.1 78.8
Sl. agr., sl. disagr. 10.1 8.9 14.9 13.2 9.9 9.3 17.6 13.3
St., mod. disagr. 6.7 5.1 7.4 7e7 6.3 2.7 1.3 7.9
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 i00.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (876)  (236) (1l61)  (388) ! (161) (75) {74) (165)
Question: I believe that the world is soon coming to an end.
St., mod. agr. [ 29.0 32.9 48.0 27.0 | 32.6 30.5 49.3 24.5
Sl. agr., sl. disagrs 18.7 19.7 27.3 18.7 | 27.5 32.0 26.1 17.8
St., mod. disagr. 52.3 474 24,7 54.3 | 39.9 37.5 24,6 57.7
Total Percent 100.C 100.0 100.0 100.0 }100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (835) (228) (154) (375) ! (153) (72) (69) (163)
Orthodox Belief Scale
High (24-28) 36.4 41.6 59.6 32.9 | 43.4 43.0 58.9 28.3
Med. (20-23) 39.0 39.8 27.8 36.5 | 38.9 44.5 30.9 42.8
Low ( 4-19) 2446 18.6 12.6 30.6 | 17.7 12.5 10.2  28.9
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 |100.0 100.0 100.0 .100.0
Total Cases (823) (226) (151) (389) | (152) (72) (68) (166)




living person.'" The proportion of individuals who strongly or wmodexr~
ately agree with this statement becomes higher, approximately ninety
percent when people were asked to respond to the statement, '"I believe
there is a God who hears and ahswers prayers,'" Fer both questions

the proportions remain the same when the groups are matched in terms
of education and age. To some, these percentages appear high and
might indicate, depending on the nature of the beliefs of these people,
not actual belief but an expression of socially expected behavior.
However, in the responses of both thesa questions, suburbanites have a
lower proportion of respondents who either strcngly or moderately
agree with the two statements,

The other question which differentiates the four groups is the
fourth question which suggests that "the world is soon coming to an
end." Much lower proportions of respondents strongly or moderately
agree with this statement, which as mentioned before, indicates sectar-
ian tendancies, but in this case, the group which has the highest pro-
portion of respondents (48.0 percent) who strongly or moderately agree
with the statement and also the lowest proportion of respondents (24.7
percent) who s;xongly or moderately disagree with the statement are
the ghetto residents. In addition, other studies of rural American
and Puerto Rican migrants in the city indicate sectarian tendencies.
Thus, attachment to a sectarian doctrine, in turn, is interpreted as
a means »r a buffer cushioning the cultural shock such newcomers to the
city experience. What, in this case, could be meaningful in terms of
action programs for these peopleba comparison with people whose adjust=

ment is easier. The limited indications we have here show that the

. more educated migrants and even migrants with technical training adjust
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much eagsier and have less need to use emotional doctrines or similar
mechanisms to facilitate adjustment., How much lack of education, whicﬁ
limits perception of social order and function in the city, and how much
work under undesirable conditions contribute to the need for a sectarian
doctrine as a defense can only be estiiated here.

The total scores at the bottom of Table 41, indicating sectarian
tendencies, show that ghetto residents have the highest proportion of
respondents with high scores (59.6 percent) and suburbanites have the
lowest (32.9 percent), This difference increases when the groups
are matched., Given that there is not much difference in inocome between
these two groups, ghetto and suburban residents, and no difference in
education (figures on the right side of Table 41), one might wonder
about the reasons for the differences between thase two groups both in
this table and in a considerable number of tables we presented in the
previous pages. Do these ghetto residents stay in the ghetto because
they have personality attributes, including religious beliefs, which
are different from those of the suburbanites, or do they simply develop
these beliefs or some other attributes because of the experiences they
have in the city? For instance, do ghetto residents have to remain in
the kind of environment which the ghetto provides or do they have strong
religious beliefs because under these conditions they feel more com-
fortable and can sustain city life? We will come back to these questions
again when discussing other differences among our groups. Now 1lit us
examine the religious denominations these people belong to and look for
more clues as to what determines their differences.
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Religious Affiliation and Participation. Table 42 shows that conw
cerning better-known churches there are certain patterns which might

differentiats our four groups. The explanation for the differences
could be considered, however, nore a matter of soclal or soclopsycho-
logleal interpretation than doctrinal., Cleveland and, in particular,
the ghetto has a much lower proportion of Methodists and Presbyterians
than the two groups in West Virginie. (Both these church organizations
are higher socioeconomic status groups). The opposite is true with
Baptists who are more numerous in Cleveland. The Churech of the Brethren,
which,concerning socioeconomic status, would probably fall between

the Methodist and Baptist Church, is not represented in Cleveland.

Cencerning interpretation of these data, one's reaction would be
that it is not the type of church which contributes to differences
in these groups, but rather the socloeconomic status of the members,
which is, as previously presented, associated with migration. As men-
tioned above, other studies have indicated that once the migrants have
reached the city, they cften drop their institutionalised church to join
a sectarian one because the emoticnal doctrine and the intimacy among
mexbers of the sectarian groups help the rural migrant to cope with the
frustrations of urban environment. The more informal Baptist church,
similarly, seems to better serve the necds of the migrants.

At least in actual numbers, Table 43 shows that in spite of the
probable need for sectarian religion, more migrants &re non-sectarian
than sectarian. The highest proportion of sectarians, 32.4 percent,
is shown in the returned migrant group. It might be that one of the
reasons these people return to West Virginia is thelr éssociation with

their sectariamn churches. Or, to go back for a moment to the intro-
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Table 42:

Church Affiliation for Non-Migrants, Returned Migrant:,

Ghetto, and Suburbs for Total Groups.

Total Groups

Church Non-MiEfamt Returned Migrant Ghetto Suburb
Methodist 25.6 22,9 2.4 14.9
Presbyterian 10.7 72 1.2 5.1
Catholic 7.2 bo7 2.4 3.8
Episcopalian 1.4 1.7 0.0 0.5
Baptist 11.9 8.0 21.4 26 o4
Lutheran 3.8 4.2 0.6 47
Church of

Brethren 8.9 13.6 0.0 0.3
Pentacostal 0.4 0.4 0.6 0.5
Seventh Day

Adventists 0.2 0.4 0.0 0.5
Other or

None 29.9 36.9 71.4 43.3
Total Percent 100.C 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (899) (236) (390)
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duction of this paper and to some of the reasons migrants leave West
Virginia, we can probably see the role sectarian churches might play
for the returned migrant, If he ig a person who for one reason ox
another could not take city life and has to go back to West Virginia,
he will still be haunted by the messages of mass media suggesting
higher income and level of living, er by informal messages about the
success of those who have made the 'score" in the city. Normally, this
should disturb the returned migrant and meke him dissatisfied with
his life, but in the case of the member of the sectarian church,
whether he is the returned migrant or someone else with similar pro=-
blems, he has a minister and a doctrine telling him that worldly geods
are ephemeral andvunimportant and that the other life in heaven re-
presents reality. Thus, he strengthens both his beliefs and feelings
in the emotional atmosphere of the sectarian liturgy and the primary
relations with members of an emotional but brotherly congregation .
Becaus® of the function of the sectarian churches in Appalachia, and
in spite of increased formal education and informal mass education
which are both contrary to the survival of sectarianism, sectarian
churches in rural Appalachia are holding their ownm.

Let us look new at church participation, in general, both in
West Virginia and in Cleveland.

Table 44 shows frequency of church attendance; Table 45 shows
the number of church offices held; and Table 46 shows the total church
participation score. This total is derived on the basis of a modified
form of the Chapin formal participation scale which utilized various

forms of participation. Offices held receive the highest score while




Table 43: Sectarian and Non=sectarian Affiliation for Total and Matched
Groups (only for church members).

Total Groups 7 Matched Groups
Non= Returned Non=- Returned
Affiliation |Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb |Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb

Sectarian 2247 32.4 22.1 19.0 31.0 4l.4 154 25.6

Non~Sectarian|{ 77.3 67.6 77.9 81.0 69.0 58.6 84.6 74.4

Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Total Cases  (740)  (185) (77)  (226)  (129)  (58)  (39) (90)

Total Groups Matched Groups
Non- Returned Non=- Returned
Attendance Migrant Migrant GRetto Suburb | Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb

Frequently 54.8  39.7 13.2  35.2 | 36.0  35.7 17.6  34.1 [
Occasionally 40.4 38.8 19.2 44 .6 47.2 44 .3 21.6 46.8
Not at all 4.8  21.5 67.6  20.2 | 16.8  20.0 60.8 19.1
Total Percent 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0
Total Cases  (775)  (224) (168)  (298)  (161)  (70) (74)  (126)
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Table 45: Church Offices Held for Non-Migrants, Returned Migrants, Ghetto and
Suburbs for Matched and Total Groups.
Total Groups Matched Groups

Offices Non-~ Returned Non-=- Returned

Held Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb{ Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb
Yes 14.5 18.1 1.8 1l4.4 8.1 10.4 0.0 13.8
No 85.5 8l.9  98.2 35.6] 91.9 89.6  100.0 86.2
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (854) (221) (168) (292) (160) (67) (74) (123)

Table 46:

Total Church Participation Score for Non-Migrants, Returned Migrants,

Ghetto and Suburbs for Matched and Total Groups.

Total Groups

Matched Groups

Participation

Non= Returned
Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb

Non=- Returned

Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb

Low
(Score 1-2)

High
(Score 2~7)

22.6 29.2 68.5 39.6

77.4 70.8 3l.5 60.4

25.2 27.0 59.5 48.8

74.8 73.0 40.5 51.2

Total Percent

Total Cases

100.0 100.0

(899) (236)

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

{168) (351) (166) (74)

100.0 100.0

(74) (166)

Table 47: Type of Change in Church Membership for Non-Migrants, Returned Migrants

Ghetto and Suburbs for Matched and Total Groups.

Total Groups Matched Groups

Type of : Non~ Returned Non-~ Returned
Change Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb| Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb
Non-Sectarian -
to Sectarian 16.8 18.8 25.0 19,0 | 30.0 33.3 1/3 100.0 18.2
Sectarian to
Non-Sectarian 10.5 15.6 0.0 6.9 | 20.0 33.3 1/3 0.0 4.5
Changed, Remained
Sectarian 7.4 18.8 0.0 22.4 0.0 33.31/3 0.0 36.4
Changed, Remained
Non=-Sectarian { “65.8ﬂmwﬁ§:§“ﬁmm~1§:9m_m§};zwxm§9:0 0.0 0.0 40.9
Total Percent 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Total Cases

(95) (32)

@y (8 (0 (6)
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single membership receives the lowest. As shown im Table 44 nen-
migrants, the people who did not migrate but stayed in their old
communities where both habit aud social relationships have their
strongest influence, axe by far the most frequent church participants
(54 .8 percent). Ghetto ¥elidents, who are the newcomers in Cleveland,.
have the lowest proportion of frequent participants (13.2 percent)

and the highest proportien of nom-participants (67.6 percent). Churches
usually play a vital rele it helping in the adjustment of European
immigrants in the country, but as these figures de-onstrate; churches
play a small role in involving and aiding the Appalachian migrant.

In general, by nature of their character and their individualism
in particular, Appalachian migrants do not join either churches or
groups of their own in Cleveland. Only when they settle down, as in
the case of the suburbanites in Cleveland (Table 44, 45, and 46),
do migrants tend to participate more and more in church activities.
(However, they still participate less than those back home including
the returned migrants). This increased participation, as shown on
the right side of Table 46, 1s not due to differences in education or
age, but it is probably due to the fact that these people are now
settled and need the church more for its social function than for its
anxiety alleviating function.

Above we have mentioned that the need to alleviate the frustration
and anxiety which the new city life produces may be fulfilled by the
supporting function of sectarian churches. Table 47 represents an
effort to test this proposition by comparing our groups in relation to

the number of people who have in recent years changed their church
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affiliation. Before we compare our groups, however, to test this
proposition, it is necessary to look at our entire sample to find
whether more West Virginians change to sectarian from non-sectarian
than vice versa. The percentage referring to the total sample indi-
cate that, in spite of increased formal education and level of living
among West Virginians which are both factors related negatively to

sectarianism, more non-sectarians (16.8 of non-migrants, 18.8 of re-
turned migrants, 25.0 of ghetto residents and 19.0 percent of subure i
banites) join sectarian churches than vice versa (10.5, 15.6, 0.0, |

and 6.9 percent respectively). The shortcoming of the testing of this

hypothesis, of course, is shown in Table 43 which indicates that in our ]

sample there are three times as many non-sectarians as sectarians,

In other words, percentagewise thera are more non-sectarians switching

to sectarianisms, but nmerically the opposite is true.

Concerning differences among the four groups, there are not enough 1
cases for a proper comparison, although among people involved in mi- |
gration there are more people who have switched to sectarian from non-
sectarianism than vice-versa.

Jdentification and Reference Group Orientation Concerning the Appalachian
Region and the American Society

In the introduction of this report we indicated that one of the

indirect reasons rurel Appalachians migrate is that identification with
their local community is shifting and they feel awnd behave more as

membars of the larger American soclety. To a considerable extent even
apathy and disorganization of the rural Appalachian community has been
explained as indirectly due to this widening area of identification or
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what some call increased cosmopolitanism. The new identification
implies newer and higher aspirations which can trigger feelings of
relative deprivation when means are not available to implement these
agspirations, as is the case in rural Appalachia. Such feelings some=-
times force the individual to migrate or, depending on the circum=
stances, to retreat into the welfare rolls.

Identification with the Appalachian Region and American Society.
We have already indicated on the previous pages some of the reasons
why migrants are able to sustain the pressures mass society.creates
by expecting them to have higher incomes and higher level of living.
Once migrants have returned, religion and sectarianism in particular,
familism, friendship, outdoor life, and the appeal of the Appalachian
culture in general, act as cushioning agents and means to overcome
frustrations from feelings of relative deprivation. Because of their
cushioning effect these factors are also potential motivational forces
which "agents of directed change" could systematically utilize to
counter-balance forces (such as societal demands for higher achieve-
ment when there are no available means) which lead to personal and
social disorganization and, in turn, dissatisfaction with life in
Appalachia.

Table 48,dealing solely with the two West Virginia groups, demon=-
strates 60.1 percent of the returned migrants and 51.9 percent of the
non-migrants agree with a statement suggesting that "the Appalachian
Region 1s the one place you can be happy even if you don't have much."
It may be that this kind of attitude is the reason most migrants return

to West Virginia. Further analysis of these data will deal with the
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Table 48: Question and Scale for Identification With the Appalachian
Region for Non-Migrants and Returned Migrants, for Matched
and Total Groups.

]~ »
Total Groups Matched Groups
Degree of Non- Returned Non~ Returned
Agreement Migrant Migrant Migrant Migrant

Question: The Appalachian region is the one place you can be happy
even if you don't have much.

St., mod. agr. 51.9 60.1 53.0 58.1
sl. agr., sl. dis. 25.2 20.7 26.8 17.6
St., mod, disagr. 22.9 19.2 20.2 24.3
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (876) (236) (164) (74)

Identification with Appalachian Region Scale

High (22-28) 47.3 49,6 48.8 47.3
Med. (13-=21) 21.0 21.2 22.5 23.0
Low ( 4-12) 31.7 29.2 28.7 _29.7
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 106.0
Total Cases (878) (236) (164) (74)
3
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characteristics and sociopsychological attributes of people who feel
this way.

Four additional quesiions of a simlilar nature have been used to
obtain an "identificatfon with the Appalachian region' scale shown in
the lower part of Table 48, and these indicate no important differences
between non-migrants and migrants as to the extent of their ldentifica-
tion with the region. Due to space limitation and the fact that add~
itional questions had been added to the questionnaire when administered
in Cleveland, these five questions were not included in tne Cleveland
questionnaire. Let us turn now to the way returned migrants and non-
migrants ldentify themselves with American socilety.

Table 49 includes four questions which are expected to measure in-
directly identification with American society. Directly, these questions
measure interest in seeing Appalachia become like the rest of the American
society in terms of education, income,rationality, and habits and
customs.

The aspect of the larger American culture which respondents would
most like to see Appalachia adopt is the level of education of the country.
Four~fifths of the respondents, non-migrants and returned migrants, feel
that the Appalachian ~egion should try to be like the rest of the couniry
in terms of education (first question of Table 49). The proportions of
respondents in both groups, who strongly or moderately agree with a
statement suggesting that '"the Appalachian region should try to be like
the rest of the country in terms of education,'" is considerably higher
(close to twelve percent differehce) than the proportion of respondents

who strongly or moderately agree with the statement that 'the Appalachian
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Region should become like ‘the rest of the country in personal income'
(third question of Table 49)., Similar to the latter finding is “he pro=-
portion of respondents who feel that ''the Appalachian Region should be~
come as husinesslike as the rest of the country."

The area in which the lowest proportion of respondents would like
to see the region changed is its habits, customs, and attitudes toward
life. Only 42.0 percent of the non~migrants and 43.3 percent of the
returned migrancs strongly or moderately agree with the corresponding
statement (second question of Table 49).

In general, then, we might say that West Virginians would like to
see conditions of education changed more than thelr average incomes,
Furthermore, as much as they want income compatible with that of the
rest of the country, they also want the business retionality which goes
with it. Such retionality, it is believed, is less pronounced among
rural Appalachians than in the rest of the country. However, the area
they would like to change least is habits and customs, but even in
this case more people feel that habits and customs should be changed to
be 1ike those of the rest of the country. In other words, presently
the American society as a whole constitutes a very strong reference
group for many of the people in Appalachia.

Finally, the summary scale at the bottom of Table 49 shows that
thers are a few more returned migrants than non-migrants who have high
scores on the scale that measures identification with American society.
The difference is retained when the two groups are matched (right side
of Table 49). The hypothesis that returned migrants, because of unfavor-
able experiences in the city, identify more with the traditional culture
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Table 49:

Questions and Scale for Identification With American
Society for Non-Migrants and Returned Migrants, both

_ Matched and Total Groups,

Total Groups

e

Matched Groups

T T T SRR ST T ST TR T s e —:?‘1

Degree of Non=~ Retuxned Non= Returned
Agreement Migrant Migrant Migrant Migrant
Question: The Appalachian Region should txy to be like the rest of

the countxy in terms of education.

St., mod, agr,

Sl. agx., sl, dis.
Ste; mod, dis.
Total Percent
Total Cases

Question:

79.7
12.6
7.7
100.0
(888)

80.2
10,9
8.9
160.0
(238)

717.7 77.0
15.0 10.9
_ 13 12,1
100.0 100.0
(166) (74)

The Appalachian Region should become like the rest of

the country in terms of habits, customs and attitudes
toward life.

St., mod, agr.

sl. agr., sl. dis,
St., mod. dis.
Total Percent
Total Cases

42.0
23.3
3.7
100.0
(884)

43.3
24,0
32.7
100.0
(238)

Question: The Appalachian Region should become
the country in personal income.

St., mod. agr.
Sl. agr., sl. dis.
Sto, mod . dis.
Total Percent
Total Cases

Question:

[

67.1
17.1
15.8
100.0
(882)

68.3 [
16.9
14 .8
100.0
(237)

The Appalachian Region should become

as the rest of the country.

St,, wod. agr.,
Sl. agr., sl. dis.
St., mod. dis.
Total Percent
Total Cases

65.2
19.9

14.9

100.0
(882)

65.4
20.3
14,3
100.0
(237)

Identification with American Society Scale.

High (32-35)
Med, (21-31)
Low ( 5-20)
Total Percent
Total Cases

30.1
47.3
22.6

100.0

(880)

35.2
43.6
21.2
100.0
(236)

39.8 43,2
23.5 20.3
36,7 36.5
100.0 100.0
(166) (74)

like the rest of

68.7 67.5
16.8 9.5
14.5 23.0

100.0 100.0
(166) (74)

as businesslike

66.3 56.7
21.7 23.1
12.0 20.2

100.0 100.0

(166) (74)
29.5 32.4
51.3 39.1
19.2 28.5

100.0 100.0

(166) (74)
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when they return home is not supported here, Still, one should be reminded
that in order to actually test this hypothesis returned migrants should be
soparated betwaen those who returned because of frustration and those

who returned because they were retired or found a relatively good position
in West Virginia. The latter are more numerous, and it is quite piobable
that they are the ones who whoud show greater interest in seeing Appalachiea
become more similar to the rest of the country. The limited number of
depth interviews which supplemented this survey indicate that some returned
migrants have developed very unfavorable attitudes toward the outside and
urban life in general, These are people who felt alien in the urban
setting and now feel that rurel Appalachia is actually where they belong.
But due to what we might call the law of reciprocity, the more they now
value their old group, the more they feel they should obey its norms and
defend its way of 1life, In other words, thelr reciprocity to the group

is in accordance with the amount of renumeration they feel they receive

from the group.

The opposite reaction, however, may be noticed among younger suburban
migrants in Cleveland. When these people were interviewed during prelimi-
nary depth interviews, they revealed very favorable attitudes toward life
in Cleveland. Most of these young suburbanites have already acquired
skills and many of them work for established companies, such as the auto-
mobile industry. The‘relative success of this new class has made many
of them feel, in their own way, part of the estabiishment; furthermore,
many cannot see how one could even compare their present situation with
what they might have in their old rural communities. The student of the

Appalachian migrants who has stereotypically associated them with poverty
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and depression will be quite surprised at these people. More astonishing,
however, will be his experience when he encounters young married men who
came to Cleveland when they were somewhere between 5 and 12 years of age.
Visiting in one of the chain restaurants outside of Brumswick (a new
suburban town which is occupied more than half by West Virginians) Sunday
after church, the author felt that most of the people who have developed
gsome stereotype of the Appalachian migrant would have difficulty associating
with the relaxed customers of the restaurant. However, this archetype may
be encountered by staying for a few hours in front of one of the numerous
discount, repossessed, used, and similarly named furniture stores of the
West Side. In most cases these people will be newcomers and not suburbanites.

From the eecological point of view one could ascertain that people
who fit the rural Appalachian stereotype are more numerous in the area
close to downtown Cleveland (the sc-called Appalachian ghetto), but they
become more scarce as one moved toward the suburban towns of the West Side.
Some of the old migrants, if not the majority, stay away from people who
exhibit Appalachian stereotypic attributes. Furthermore, there are some
who do not particularly like to be identified as Appalachians. Even those
who are more urbanized feel loyality to Appalachia, but not as much as to
the group of successful Appalachians in Cleveland.

Frequency of interaction and common interests, partly because of similar
background, have made such people members of a distinct social system. This
social sysiem is, in turn, quite different from that which one might
encounter in the ghetto. In general, the ghetto, the interstitial area,
and the suburban systems are not integrated under a single axis, either

within each system or together as was the case with the immigrant groups
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such as the Ukrainians, who lived in what we call the Appalachian ghettos
before the Appalachians came. In those groups, during the first years

of immigration in particular, the church and ethnic voluntary associations
offered opportunities for interaction among large numbers of immigrants
under a single setting. Informal associations based on kinship, friend-
ship, and more localized areas of origin (e.g. particular village or
country of the Ukraine) were linked through individual members with the
more formalized parts of the immigrant group such as formal organizations.
However, this is not the case with Appalachians who, although they tend to
associate with people of similar origin and are members of informal groups
such as those we mentioned before, are not actually linked together,
interaction~-wise, through a single integrated system as European immigrants.
As a consequence, Appalachians do not have the same kind of identification
group and reference group as the Ukrainian occupants of that area had when
they lived there.

Concerning adjustment and morale due to lack of formal organizations,
Appalachians, and in particular those who are less educated and unskilled,
have actually suffered. This was the case particularly in the earlier years
of the great migration before the stem family set its roots in the city
and became able to play its important role in helping the adjustment of

its members.

Reference Groups. The Cleveland migrants use their communities in
Cleveland (ineiuding subufgan coomunities) as reference groups less than
people in West Virginia. Iack of a community of West Virginia migrants
based on an integrated interauction network is probably one of the reasons
for this difference. The second question of Table 50 shows that migrants
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Table 50; Group (Reference Group) with which Respondent Compares Himself, First,

Second, and Third Choice for Non-Migrant, Returned Migrant, Ghetto
and Suburb for Matched and Total Groups.

Total Groups

Matched Groups

Choice Non-~ Returned Non- Returned

Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb| Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb
Group: People you associate with, including friends.
A choice 52.7 4804 4504’ 50.1 55.2 4’5.7 3601 50.3
B choice 17.7 19.5 30.7 24.9 15.0 24,3 37.5 24.5
C choice 13.2 15.0 15.3 17.7 16 .4 11.4 12.5 16.8
No choice 16 .4 17.1 8.6 7.3 13.4 18.6 13.9 8.4
Total Percent} 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases  (899) (223) (163) (355) (165) (70) (72)  (155)
Group: People in your community.
A choice 19.9 15.8 12.3 14.0 [ 19.0 16.2 16.1 11.7
B choice 53.9 54.3 28.8 48.2 554 51.4 21.3 41.1
C choice 14.4 21.7 27.0 26.9 12.0 21.6 33.3 27.6
No choice 11.8 8.2 31.9 10.9 13.6 10.8 29.3 19.6
Total Percent|100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 { 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases ' (899) (223) (163) (349) | (166) (74) (75) (163)
Group: People in the Appalachian Region.
A choice 5.7 9.0 11.7 12.0 4.8 14.3 15.3 10.5
B choice 16.0 15.7 19.0 13.5 22.4 17.1 13.9 14.5
C choice 34.5 31.2 25.8 24.5 35.8 25.7 22.2 27.0
No choice 43.8 44,1 43,5 50.0 37.0 42.9 48.6 48.0
Total Percent |100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases !(889) (223) (163) (342) (165) (70) (72) (152)
Group: People in the United States.
A choice 18.2 24 .4 30.1 25.9 19.4 22.9 30.6 27.5
B choice 7.0 7.3 14.1 14.3 4.3 4.3 12.5 18.1
C choice 29.9 28,2 22.1 30.4 32.7 40.0 16.7 25.5
No choice 44.9 40.1 33.7 29.4 43.6 32.8 40,2 28.9
Total Percent {100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases }(899) (222) (163) (343) (165) (70) (72) (149)
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in Cleveland compare themselves with people in their communities less
than respondents from West Virginia. The difference between the West
Virginia groups and the Cleveland groups 1s more obvious when ghetto
residents! responses are examined with 31.9 percent indicating that they
do not use yieople in their community as either 1st, 2nd, or 3 »d cholce
to compare themselves, On the other hand, migrants compare themselves

a little more with people in Appalachia than the two West Virginia groups
do (third question of Table 50).

However, all groups use the American society more as a reference group
than their individual communities of the Appalachian region. This is more
true with the ghetto residents group 1in which there are quite a few
newconmers whose feelings about their new community are not as strong.

The difference between the ghetto and the other groups becomes more pro-
nounced when the comparison refers to non-migrants partly because in the
non-migrant group there is a large number of high S.E.S. people who are
usually more cosmopelitan than those of low S.,E.S. In other words, these
figures suppert the hypothesis suggesting that the more people move and have
less sense of community, the more they tend to use the Americanm seciety
as a reference groip. Considering the role mass media (televisien in
particular) and mass transportation are playing today, it is almost
justifiable to say that these two, mass media and secial contacts, have
widened the sense of a societal community. This is especially true for
people such as the migrants who become dislecated and are not integrated
inte some interaction network which they can see as a community.

Anbng the four groups, differences concerning the uses of reference

groups are less pronounced in the category of ''people one associates with,
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including friends," (first question of Table 50). The only ebvious
difference is between ghetto and non-migrants with 52.7 and 45.4 percent
regspectively for resnmonses to first cheice. In other words, intimate
groups are important to all people, but a little less so for newcomers
in a community. In that case, the difference is in some way made up
through more orientation toward the American society as a referemce group.
Thus, as compared to the other three groups, ghetto residents use primary
groups as reference groups least (45.4 percent) and people in the
United States most (30.1 percent of Table 50).
In general, Table 50 shews that intimate groups are most often used
as reference groups for comparison purposes in terms of style of life
followed by the American society as a whole (second)and the community (third).
If this is what the situation in Azpalachia is teday one might wende:
how people in the past would have ranked the community and the outside in
terms of importance. Furthermore, one wonders as to whether contemporary
ranking of these two would also vary with communities of different sizes.
Let us turn now to migrant attitudes toward urban and rural people, so that
we may have some notion about the way migrants perceive urbanites whom they
more or less consider the prestigeful stratum of society.

Attitudes Toward Rural and Urban. There are four questions which

measure attitudes toward urban and rural people. In particular, these
questions measurc attitudes toward characteristics which are important

to (a) the definition of the interaction situation involving members of
these groups and (b) the use of these groups as reference groups for aspects
of behavior which are important to the newcomer in a community. Table 51

shows that nearly half of the respondents, both in the ghetto and suburbs,
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Table 51: Attitudes Toward Urban and Rural People for Ghetto and Suburbs for

Total and Matched Groups.

Total Groups

Matched Groups

Intensity of
Attitude

Ghetto

Suburbs

Ghetto

Suburbs

Question: Country people are the solid citizens of our nation.

Strong Disagree.

Mod. or Sl. Disagree.
Mod. or Sl. Agree.
Strong Agree.

Total Percent

Total Cases

Question: dfty people are often a bunch of wise guys.

Strong Disagree.

Mod. or S1. Disagree.
Mod. or Sl. Agree.
Strong Agree.

Total Percent

Total Cases

9.8
35.3
32.3
22.6

100.0
(168)

13.9
24,7
30.7
30.7
100.0
(168)

9.4
35.0
34.8
20.8

100.0

(351)

15.1
38.0
31.5
15.4

100.0

(351)

5¢5
35.2
33.8
25.5
100.0

(74)

10.9
24 .4
27.2
37.5

100.0
(74)

(166)

Question: City people are the biggest hicks in the world.

Strong Disagree.

Mod. or Sl. Disagree.
Mod. or Sl. Agree.
Strong Agree.

Total Percent

Total Cases

Question: Country people have a simple, healthy neatness about them.

Strong Disagree.

Mod. or Sl. Disagree.
Mod. or Sl. Agree.
Strong Agree.

Total Percent

Total Cases

14.2
45 .6
19.8
20.4
100.0
(168)

SN NO
NWOOS

5
3
100.

(168)

21.9
47.3
22.2
8.6
160.0
(351)

9.9
214
20.8

100.0
(74)

23.0
46.6
21.3

9.1

100.0

(166)
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disagree to sons degree with a statement suggesting that country people
are the solid citizens of our nation. In contrast, 22,6 percent of the
ghetto residents and 20,8 percent of the suburbanites strongly agree with
this statement. Although this first statement of Table 51 does not seem
to differentiate between people of the ghetto and suburbs, the second
question suggesting that "elty people are often a bunch of wise guys' does.
More than half of the suburbanites disagree with this statement while only
38.6 of the ghetto residents do likewise. The difference becomes larger,
30.7 to 15.4 percent, respectively, for people who strongly agree with the
statement, "eity people are a bunch of wise guys." The variation increases
even more when the two groups are matched, which is probably because the
suburban groups are younger, The corresponding propertions in that case
are 37.5 and 12.9 percent for ghetto and suburbs. Younger suburbanites
who usually associate more with non-Appalachlans feel more like urbanites
themselves and, as we indicated bafore, behave more obertly like them.

The same is true with the third question of Table 51 which also refers:to
undesirable attributes of the urban people.

Finally, and again as was the case with the first question, differences
between the two groups tend to disappear when reference is made to a favor-
able statement about country people. Ninety-one and five-tenths percent
of the ghetto residents and 89.5 of the suburbanites agree with the state-
nent, ' country pebple have a simple, healthy neatness about them." Most
probably city born people would have answered these questions differently,

and this would indicate the potential for conflict due to the inconsistency

in status expectation.
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Reasons Migrants Return., Some additional indlecations about the
way migrants perceive city life and work in relation to that of West Virginia
can he found in the reasons why returned migrants came back to West Virginia.
Seven different reasons which might have made migrants return were pre=-

sented to the respondents who were then asked to check first, second, and

third most important reasons why they came back. Of these seven reasons
tabulated in Table 52, the most frequently mentioned as first cholce, b
24,6 percent, is that they got a job in West Virginia. This same reason |

has also been mentioned by a considerable number of respondents as s

second choice, 22.2 percent. Still 45.4 percent of the respondents did
not return to West Virginia because they had a job there. We know from

previous data that a large number of these returned people are retired.

But, in addition, to those who are retired a number of younger men came
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back for reasons other than a job. Such people are shown on the right

side of Table 52 in which only respondents who are matched w&th the migrant

groups (which are younger) are included. 1In that case 47.9 percent of

returned migrants did not come simply because they had a job.
The second important reason migrants returned to West Virginia is
that they were laid off. Twenty-two and eight-tenths percent of the

returned migrants gave this as their first reason for coming back, and 5.8

percent gave it as a second reason.

The third important reason migrants came back is that they missed their
friends and relatives. In this case, however, only 6.2 percent of the res-
pondents gave this as their first choice, 13.4 percent as seonc, and 11.8
as third. In other words, only 31.4 percent of the respondents have checked

this reason in the questionnaire including checking it as a second or third

choice.




Table 52: Reasons (first, second, and third) that Respondent Returned to
West Virginia for Returned Migrants, for Matched and Total
Groups.
Returned Migrant
Choice Total Group Matched Group
Reagson: I was laid off.
A choice 22.8 18.0
B choice 5.8 4.7
C choice 4.2 3.4
No choilce 67,2 713.9
Total Percent 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (233) (68)
Reason: Missed mountains and open spaces.
A choice 2.7 5.9
B choice 7.0 13.2
C choice 6.6 7.4
No choice 83.7 A3.5
Total Pexcent 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (234) (68)
Reason: Missed my friends and relatives.
A choice 6.2 10.4
B choice 13.4 17.9
C choice 11.8 11.9
No choice 68,6 59,8
Total Percent 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (233) (67)
Reason: Don't like living in cities.
A choice 3.3 5.9
B choice 6.5 8.8
C choice 10.8 14.7
No choice 719.4 70.6
Total Pexcent 100.0 100.C
Total Cases (234) (68)
Reason: Did not have the respect that I have here.
A choice 0.6 0.0
B ChOice 0.6 000
C choice 1.9 5.4
No choice 96.9 9.6
Total Percent 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (234) (68)

Continued




Table 52: Continued,

Returned Migrant
Choice Total Groups Matched Groups
Reason: Got a job in West Virginia.
A choice 24.6 20.9 .
B choice 22.2 16.9
C choice 7.8 14.3
No choice 45.4 4749
Total Percent 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (234) (68)
Reason: Work was too hard for the money.
A choice 1.0 3.4
B choice 2.3 3.4
C choice .3 3.4
No choice 9% .4 89.8
Total Percent 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (234) (68)
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The fourth reason people gave was that they did not like city life.
Again, including the first three choices, only 20.6 percent checked it as
a choice. The fifth reason was that they had missed the mountains and open
spaces, which also includes the first three choices, and is checked by only
16.3 percent of the returned migrants. Very few people said that they came
back because the work was too hard for the money or because they did not
have the respect they had in West Virginia.

In general, then, we may say that besides retirement, the main reason
migrants return to West Virginia is employment; they either have lost their
jobs in the city or found a job in West Virginia. The three other reasons
which have been checked with some frequency are "missing friends and
relatives, " "missing mountains and open spaces,'" and "disliking city life ,"
But still all these reasons, even combined, are less important than
emp loyment which, in turn, is linked to income and level of living. These
findings, therefore, are in line with the theoretical framework we presented
in the introduction of this report which suggested that Appalachian migra=-
tion to a large extent had its roots in the desire to secure means to attain
the income and level of living which the new mass society expected. Of
course, it should be understood that other reasons, such as liking the
rural community way of life, are also important because otherwise migrants
with jobs would have stayed in the city.

What Kind of Wages Could Bring The Migrants Back. Table 53 deals

specifically with income and shows the proportion of present weekly wages
in Cleveland which might induce return to West yirginia. Twenty=-three
and four-tenths percent of the ghetto residents and 32.0 percent of the

suburbanites are not interested in returning to West Virginia even if they




Table 53: Proportion of Present Weekly wWages in Cleveland Which
Would Induce Return to West Virginia for Ghetto and

Suburb for Total and Matched Groups,

Required Total Groups Matched Groups

Percent of

Present Wage Ghetto Suburb Ghetto Suburb
40.0% 0.6 1.6 1.4 0.6
50.07% 3.9 3.5 4ol b4e5
60.0% 4.5 3.3 6.8 5.7

70.0% 9.7 7.0 12.3 9.6

80.0% 21.4 13.8 19.2 16.6
90.07% 11.7 11.9 12.3 12.6
100.0% 24.7 26.8 23.3 26.8

Don't want

to return 23.4 32.0 20.5 33.6

Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Total Cases (154)  (369) (73) (157)
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had the same job and the same income in their own state, For one reason
or another, and regardless of the economic factor, these people prefer

the city, but suburbanites prefer it more. The difference between the
suburbanites who like to remain in Cleveland and the ghetto residents
becomes more pronounced when the groups are matched; the probable reason
for the increased differentiation is that there are more young people in
the suburban group when the four groups are matched. Approximately one-
fourth of the respondents would go back to West Virginia only if they
could make the same wages they are making in Cleveland. 1In other words,
half of the migrents either don!t want to go back, or they would go back
only if they could make the same wages., But approximately one-third of
the respondents (including more suburbanites) would go back only if they
could make 80 or 90 percent of their Cleveland wages. Further, 18.7 percent
of the ghetto residents and 15.4 psrcent of the suburbanites would go back
even if they could make 70 percent or less of the wages they are making in
Cleveland.

It is obvious that there are a number of reasons besides income or
the liking for city life which make people decide to stay in Cleveland or
go back since many would return only if a very large proporition of their
current wages was offered to them in West Virginia. Presence of members
of their families, educational opportunities for children, future employ-
ment of children, and similar reasons probably affect decisions, Regard-
less of these reasons, however, as things stand now, these are the financial

conditions under which migrants would go back to West Virginia.

173




Job Satisfaction and Attitudes Toward Welfare

Opinions as to Why Some Have Low Level of Living. Many of the conditions

we described in the previous pages are consequences of social processes
and, in particular, of the way soclal strata perceive themselves or are
perceived by others. The central hypothesis of the present paper, as a
matter of fact, deals with conditions in Appalachia which are consequences
of the way rural Appalachians in later years tend to perceive themselves
&8 a deviant group unable to keep up with the level of living standards
of the larger American society. A crucial aspect of the stereotype of
this attribute can be found particuiarly in the very low level of living
of the rural Appalachian. Outside pressures on Appalachia as a whole,
therefore, are often turned by the Appalachians themselves against those
who possess the attributes of the stereotype. Table 54 includes responses
to six questions dealing with attributes of commonly mentioned or implied
reasens as to why low income people remain in that stage. Each respon-
dent indicated which he thought might be the first, second, or third
reason (choice) as to why low income people remain as they are.

The most often mentioned as both first and second reason for this
phenomenon states that '"low income people are satisfied with their present
way of life and are not too interested in changing things." More non-

migrants (38.9 percent) have checked this reason as first choice than

migrants (31.5 percent). The difference between the two gioups becomes
slightly more pronounced when they are matched (Table 54).
The second most often mentioned reason, as both first and second choice,

is that "the kinds of jobs which are available and the locations--where they

can be found-~discourage them from trying hard." 1In contrast to the previous

statement, this time the largest proportion of respondents who checked this
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Table 54: Choice of Reasons for the Low Standard of Living of Some
West Virginia Residents, First, Second, and Third Reasons
for Non=Migrants and Returned Migrants for Total and
Matched Groups.

Choice

Total Groups

Matched Groups

None Returned

Migrant Migrant

Non=-
Migrant

Returned
Migrant

A choice

B choice

C choice

No choice
Total Percent
Total Cases

38.9 31.5
25.1 28.5
15.1 12.8

20.9 27.2
100.0 100.0
(899) (234)

Question: Are satisfied with their present wnylbf life and are not
too interested in changing things.

42,2
21.7
16.3
19.8
100.0
(166)

Question: Belleve that the fate of a person is predetermined and
trying hard will not change things much.

33.8
28.4
12,2
25.6
100.0
(74)
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A choice 3.2 3.0 3.6 4.0
B choice 10.2 8.5 12.0 13.5
C choice 12.7 10.7 10.2 12.2
No choice 73.9 77.8 74 .2 70.3
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (899) (234) (166) (74)
Question: They do not like to work.
A choice 12.5 16.6 12.7 14.9
B choice 15.5 14.5 18.7 9.5
C choice 21.9 19.2 22.9 18.9
No choice 50.1 49,7 45.7 56.7
Total Percent 100.0 100. 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (899) (235) (166) (74)
Question: Their health is poor.
A choice 4.3 3.1 3.5 1.4
B choice 11.6 9.4 14.5 12.2
C choice 12.3 18.8 13.9 17 .4
No choice 71.8 68.7 68.1 69.0
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (899) (235) (166) (74)
Continued




Table 54

Continued.

Total Groups

Matched Groups

Non=- Returned Non= Retvrned
Choice Migrant Migrant Migrant Migrant
Question: Believe that work takes too much "effort in a man's

life,"

A choice 2.8 0.9 4,2 0.0
B choice 7.8 6.9 7.8 9.5
C choice 10.5 9.0 9.6 6.8
No choice 78.9 83.2 78 .4 83.7
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (899) (235) (166) (74)

Question:

A choice
B choice
C choice
No choice
Total Perce
Total Cases

Question:

A choice
B choice
C choice
No choice
Total Perce
Total Cases

The kinds of jobs which are available and the locations
discourage them from trying hard.

24.8
22.2
16.7
36.3
nt 100.0
(899)

Other Reasons.

1

neN
0 N O

77.1
nt 100.0
_(899)

29.3

29.8
23.4
17.5

100.0
(235)

22.9
18.7
20.5
37.9

100.0

(166)

~&n
.
0 N =

78.9
100.0
(166)

35.1
20.3
16.2
28 .4
100.0

(74)
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reason as first choice were the returned migrants (29.8 versus 24.8 percent
of non-migrants, sixth question of Table 54), In other words, returned
migrants, who, as compared with the other groups, have the highest pro-
portion of respondents with low income and level of living, feel more than
non-migrants that low income peopie remain in this stage not because they
are satisfied with their present way of life (first question) but because
"the kinds of jobs which are available and the locations discourage them
from trying hard."

The third reason which has been checked often as first’and second,
but in particular as third choice is that these low income people "do
not like to work." 1In other words, although disliking work is not seen
by many as the primary reason why low income people remain in their present
state, in the back of the minds of many, disliking of work is seen as an
additional factor keeping low income people, and particularly those who
exhibit symptoms of poverty, where they are, Returned migrants, who are
often themselves low income people, in larger proportion (16.6 versus 12.5
percent) have checked this as a first reason. Many returned migrants are
older people, and many had found relatively good jobs before they returned
to West Virginia. In fact, people who are employed, do relatively well,
and live in low income areas are often very hostile toward those on relief
~ and those who exhibit attributes of those in poverty. In general, however,
those who arv in poverty, as a brief survey of views of nutrition aids
working with such people indicated, possess physical (including old age),
mental (including lack of education), and psychological factors which keep
these people in their present stage.

36Personal and Family Development, Appelachian Center, West Virginia
University.
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A few, however, who collect welfare or exhibit poverty attributes and

are physically and mentally fit, usually act as targets for many who,

for a variety of reasons, possess hostility potential. Psychological
reasons are usually not considered ligitimate and, therefore, the increased
pressure on low income people often increases their frustration and forces
them into retreat, sometimes into closer association with others in
similar situations, 1In general, according to some old timers, unwilling-
ness to work is seen with more understanding and lesser need for social
punishment than before. This is the cuse in spite of the fact that there
are in recent years strong socletal pressures to remove poverty attributes
from rurél Appalachia.

Other reasons such as fatalism, indicated by the second question of
Table 54, "belief that the fate of a person is predetermined and trying
hard will not change things,'" poor health, and "belief that work takes
too much effort in a man's life" are seen as less important reasons why
some people remain in poverty.

Job Expectations and Job Satisfaction. 1In the previous pages,

directly or indirectly, we suggested that feelings of relative deprivation

of income and level of living have mobilized rural App#lachians to move

to the city where jobs were available. What was available in Appalachia

for the unskilled rural resident and what was available for him in the city
outside Appalachia was more often the least desirable job concerning physical
effort and subordinate status. The purpose of Table 55 is to show how
people in Appalachia and returned migrants, who had probably experienced

jobs of this kind, feel in :elation to this type of deprivation.

The five questions of Table 55 are designed to measure opinions of

178




Table 55: Questions and Scale Concerned with Social Expectation and Job Satis=-

faction for Non-Migrants and Returned Migvants, for Matched and
Total Groups.

Total Groups

Match :d Groups

Degree of Non- “Returned Non=- Returned
Agreement Migrants Migrants Migrants Migrants

Question: Jobs that people don't 1like, but have to take, strengthen their
willingness for a successful life.

St. mod. agr.

44.9

Sl. agr., sl. disagrl 25.9

St., mod. disagr.
Total Percent
Total Cases

29.2

(882)

100.0

55 .4’
16.8
27.8
100.0
(238)

49.1
29.7
21.2
100.0
(165)

57.4
18.7

23.9
'100.9

(75)

uestion: It is better not to have modern conveniences than work in a job or

town that

St., mod. agr.
Sl. agr., sl. disagr
St., mod. disagr.
Total Percent
Total Cases

Question: It is bet
like.

St., mod. agr.
Sl. agr., sl. disagr
St., mod. disagr.
Total Percent
Total Cases

you don't like.

T
N W
~N N
.
(o))

9.
1

5
11.0

100.0
(888)

79.5

47.3
19,7
_33.0
100.0
(239)

10.0
9.6
80 04
100.0
(239)

34,7
32.9
32.4

100.0

(164)

7.9
1.5

1

_80.6

100.0
(165)

44 .0
16.0
40.0
100.0
(75)

ter to collect unemployment than work in a job you don't

10.7
9.3
80,0

100.0
(75)

Question: Poverty will disappear when decent jobs will become available.

' St., mod. agr.

Sl. agr., sl. disagr
St., mod. disagr.
Total Percent

Total Cases

26.9
o 20,2

100.0
(889)

_52.9

31.9
17.3
_50.8
100.0
(238)
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Table 55: Continued.

Total Groups

Matched Groups

egree o
Agreement

Non=
Migrants

Returned
Migrants

Non=~

Migrants

Returied
Migrants

Question: The world is unfair; you are expected to be like everyone else but

the jobs we have to take are worse than those of others.

St., mod. agr. 15.5 15.0 19.3 11.1
Sl. agr., sl. disagr. 17.8 21.5 21.0 27.8
St., mod. disagr. 66.7 63.5 59.7 6l.1
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (868) 1 (234) (161) (72)
Social Expectations and Job Satisfaction Scale

High  (20-35) 19.1 20.6 16.9 20.8
Medo (14"19) 39.8 40.8 4102 3705
Low ( 5-13) AN —38.6 41,9 Al
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (854) (233) (160) (72)
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West Virginians about accepting or retaining poor jobs which are the kind
usually offered to those who are unqualified and often in poverty. Approxi-
mately 45 percent of non~-migrants and a little over 33 percent of the
returned migrants feel that "jobs people don't like but have to take,
strengthen their willingness for a successful life." On the other hand,

a little less than a third of the respondents disagree strongly or moder=
ately with this statement. It might be that people with weaker achievement
orientation and stronger feelings of relative job deprivation ifeel this
way. Returned migrants, who have probably experienced the situation the
first question of Table 55 describes, express agreement with it in larger
prope.tion (55.4 percent) than the other groups.

However, the next question which suggests that "it is better not to .
have modern conveniences than work in a job or town that you don't like"
indicates unfavorable opinion toward remaining in a bad job, and returned
migrants again in higher proportions (47.5 percent, Table 55) strongly or
moderately agree..- Higher level of living, in other words, is not enough
reason for them to stay in a poor city job. The level of living in Table
12, which we presented before, varifies this by indicating that returned
migrants have the lowest level of living among the four groups.

Although only about one~third of the respondents in both groups strongly

or moderately agree that it is better to work in a job you don't like than

have a low level of living, a much larger proportion, about four-fifths

of the respondents in both groups, feel the same way about collecting

unemp loyment (third question of Table 55). Only one in ten in both groups
strongly or moderately agree that it is better to collect unemployment than
work in a job vou don't like. By controlling variables such as health,
alienation and similar variables, a study of characteristics of this ten
percent will indicate the people who consider advisable collecting welfare

until a good job is found. They wmight be people with more education and
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liberal views on this matter or people who have learned such attitudes
from a family familiar with welfare. At least fifty percent of the respondents
in bovh groups probably feel that a culture of poverty based on collecting
welfare does exist because about fifty percent of the respondents in

both groups strongly or moderately disagree with a statement suggesting
that "poverty will disappear when deceat jobs become available.'" Only

a little over one~fourth of the rxespondents (25.9 and 31.9 percent forx
non~migrants and returned migrants) agree with the statement. In other
words, the majority of the general public in the state of West Virginia
(assuming that our sample is more or less random) feel that better jobs,
as wany claim, will not solve the poverty problem.

Data from the present samples and other sources have shown that

psychological, sociopsychological, socioeducational, and physical reasons

are associated with poverty and attitudes towaxrd welfare. These, then, are
factors which, along with better jobs or guaranteed minimum income, should

be considered when the expected large scale programs are implemented since
not only does the general public not presently expect feasible economic
solutions to eliminate poverty, but sociological theory points to the same
conclusion. Let us look at two generalizations directly applicable: (1)
poverty is related more to one's relative position in society than actual
income. A German in Germany, for instance, with the income of an Appalachian
exhibiting the attributes of poverty, does not exhibit these symptoms, and
his morale, relative to the Appalachian, is high; (2) a generalization of

a higher level suggests that the faster technology changes, the higher

the alienation and apathy. We know that technology changes at an accelerated

rate, and it will probably continue doing so, and therefore, the victims
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will continue increcasing. Consequently, guaranteed minlmum income ox
better jobs will undoubtedly help even psychologically but will not
guarantee a conforming citizen who because of social demands will have a
neat little house, clean children and sound morals.

The fifth question of Table 55 further suppoxrts the previous specula=
tions and disproves the hypothesis that returned migrants who had experienced
poor jobs outside the state would in larger proportions agree with the
statement that '"the world is unfair; you are expected to be like everyone
else but the jobs you have to take are worse than those of others." As a
matter of fact, when the two groups are matched, more non-migrants than
returned migrants strongly or moderately agree with the statement; the
corresponding proportion for non-migrants is 19.3 and for returned migrants
11.1 percent (right side of Table 55, fifth question). Finally, the scale
which uses the summary score of all five questions indicates that there are
no differences between returned migrants and non-migrants concerning job
expectations and satisfaction. In other words, and in very broad terms,
we may say that returned migrants, although they had some unfavorable job
experiences in the city, do often feel that society has offered them a bad
deal. (They probably feel that this is how society is, and one must start
from there). On the other hand, this is the kind of belief which can lead

to alienation and confusimn; in fact, returned migrants as shown in Table 65

have higher scores than non-migrants in the scale which measures, "bewilder-
ment and confusion."” It is a situation similar to that faced by the small
businessman who believes in competition and hard work, but his business

keeps failing because a chain store has opened across the street.
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Attitudes Toward Welfare. We have examined above the way those who

have no other alternaitives look at the poor jobs which are offered to taem.
Often the alternative to accepting such a job is joining welfare roles,
and we examine here the respondents' attitudes toward welfare.

Five questions are used to measure attitudes toward welfaxe, and,
in particular, attitudes toward the role welfare is playing in American
socliety today. About half of the respondents strongly or moderately disagree
with a statement suggesting that '"the government should guarantee full
emp loyment and retirement income for everyone' (first question of Table 56).
Still, about a third of the respondents agree with the same intensity with
this same statement, but in the two low income groups, the returned migrants
and the ghetto residents, larger proportions (37.0 and 37.2 percent)
respectively agree with the statement. Those who agreze the least and disagree
most with the statement are the non-migrants among whom there are many high
income individuals.

Our respondents are‘divided about equally in relation to a statement
suggesting that "'social security, unemployment insurance and other such
welfare services tend to destroy initiative,'' but, again, the low income
groups and in particular the ghetto residents tend to disagree most. In
similar fashion the two low income groups agree with a reverse statemen®
that "social security, unemployment insurance, and other such welfare
services offer the security poor people need.' Only about one in ten of
the respondents disagree with the statement, and those who disagree least
(5.4 percent, third question of Table 56) are the least secure, ghetto residents.

The fourth question of Table 56 deals with public relief, and it

indicates that more than a third of the respondents feel that it hurts the
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American way of life., But, on the other hand, a little less than a third
of the respondents seem to disagree with the statement. Regardless of what
chanyes in attitudes will take place in the future, and there are reasons
to expect that these changes will take place, at least today, West Virginians
are divided on the matter. This division, however, is not determined to
any significant extent by the nature of the groups which we are examining
here but in some ways may be determined in terms of income and professional
skill.

As was the ~.ase above in the third question of Table 56 which indicates
a need for security, the results of the fifth question of Table 56 indicates
a need to adjust to new societal changes; a higher proportion of respondents
strongly or moderately agree with this fifth question. In simpler terms,
people see the utility of these programs more as a guarantee against mishaps
produced by change than simply security. Furthermore, if people see such a
need, and the speed of change will in the future increase, the government,
whose role is to meet people's needs, will have to respond to these new needs.
Thus, the majority of the respondents, in spite of unfavorable attitudes
toward larger government, want, at least in terms of consequences of change,
more government involvement.

Finally, as demonstrated above, the lower income and level of living

groups are shewn in the summary score of Table 56 to have more favorable

than the other two groups' attitudes toward welfare.
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Table 56: Guestions and Scale Concerned with Attitudes Toward Welfare Services
for Non-Migrant, Returned Migrant, Ghetto and Suburb, for Matched
and Total Groups.

Total Groups Matched Groups
Degree of Non= Returned Non= Returned
As.reement Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburbj Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb

provesoon st

Question: The government should guarantee full compensation and retirement
income for everyone.

St., mod. agr. 27 .4 37.0 37.2 33.7| 34.6 40.5 40,6 32.6
Sl. agr., sl. disagr 20.8 15.6 17.6 17.7 | 21.8 14.9 20,3 18.4
St., mod. disagr. 51.8 47 4 45.2 48,61 43.6 44 .6 39,1  49.0
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0° 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (887) (238) (164) (385) | (165) (74) (74) (163) 1
Question: Social security, unemployment insurance, and other such welfare
services, tend to destroy initiative.

St., mod. agr. 31.6 30.3 21.7 34,0 26.7 19.0 21.6 33.1
Sl. agr., sl. disagrsd 33.5 24,9 41.0 28.6 | 35.8 31.1 36.5 27.7
St., mod. disagr. 34.9 44 .8 37.3 37.4 | 37.5 49.9 41.9 39.2
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.9
Total Cases (886) (237) (166) (385) | (165) (74) (74) (166)
Question: Social security, unemployment insurance, and other such welfare services

offer the security poor people need.

St., mod. agr. 61.8 71.1 70.6  64.9| 67.5 65.3 69.3 65.0
sl. agr., sl. disagr4 23.8 17.6 24.0 22.9| 2).3 20.0 25.3 23.5
St., mod. disagr. 14 .4 11.3 D4 12,2 9,2 14,7 Deb. 1llad.
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.C | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (890)  (239) (167) (388) | (163) (75) (75) (1l6)
Question: Public relief hurts the American way of life.

St., mod. agr. 40.0 38.0 35.8 36.3| 37.4 30.8 37.8 34.4
Sl. agr., sl. disagr4 32.2 29.9 35.7 29.7| 35.0 30.6 32.4  28.8
St., mod. disagr. 27.8 32,1 28.5 34.0| _27.6 38.6 29,8 36,8
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 10C.0
Total Cases (889)  (237) (165) (383) | (163) (75) (74) (163)
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Table 56: Continued.

Total Groups Matched Groups
Degree of Non« Returned Non=~ Returned
Agreemwent Migrant Migrant Ghetto Subuxrb [Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb
: Question: Social security, unemployment insurance and other such welfare services
| are a must in today's changing world.
St., mod. agr. 66.2 77.6 79.6  73.5 | 75.5 78.7 80.0 73.9
Sl. agr., sl, disagro 2245 16.5 12.0 18.9 15.3 16.0 8.0 20.0
St., mod. disagr. 11,3 5.9 8.4 1:6 9.2 5.3 12,0 6.1
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 |100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0
Total Cases (878)  (237) (167) (385) [(163) (75) (75) (165)
Attitude Toward Welfare Services Scale
High (26-35) 27.0 36.5 37.0 29.5 | 30.7 46.0 37.0 28.3
Med. (20-25) 41.0 38.7 40.7 42,5 § 45.7 32.5 42.5 47.0
Low ( 5-19) 32.0 24.8 _22.3 28,0 | 23.6 21.5 20.5 24,7 }
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 [L00.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (863)  (233) (162) (389) |[(160) (74) (73) (165)
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Type 9f Government Which Should Have Responsibility with Action Proframs.

Table 57 shows responses to questions concerned with the type of government
which should be the most instrumental in bringing about economic develop~
ment, and it indicates that at least in West Virginia, more people see the
State fit for that role than the federal, local and county governments.

The county government is favored the least, and respondgnts who favor it

are probably open community residents.
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Table 57: Level of Government Leadership Respondent Feels Should be
Instrumental in Bringing about Economic Development in State
for Non-Migrant and Returned Migrant, for Matched and
Total Groups.

Total Groups

Matched Groups

Level of Non-= Returned Non=- Returned
Government Migrant Migrant Migrant Migrant
Local 22.1 23.0 18.8 21.6
County 11.5 8.7 13.8 9.5
State 42,3 37.0 43.1 28 .4
Federal 24.1 31.3 24,3 40.5
Total Pexcent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (863) (230) (160) (74)
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Perception of Social Position and Life Satisfaction in Cleveland and
West Virginia

Change in Social Position. As stated previously, in order to secure

a higher level of living, the migrant is forced to leave his Appalachian
community and move to the city. Often he does this at the expense of the
social position he occuples and sometimes cherishes. Our West Virginia
respondents in Cleveland were asked to rank the social positiean they feel
they had in their community in Appalachia on a scale ranging from one to
eight with eight representing the highest position one might have in that
community and one the lowest. The same request was made for self-ranking
in a similar fashion in Cleveland or whatever migrants considered their
community there, not including kinship or friendships systems. 1In fact,
to many ghetto residents the ghetto itself is seen as their community
while suburbanites consider their community the satellite town where they
reside.

Table 58 shows the proportion of respondents who have placed them-
selves on the various positions of the eight Category sqale. As might be
expected, the majority have placed themselves somewhere in the middle o
the social ladder. But both ghetto and suburban residents have placed
themselves in higher positions in their communities in West Virginia.
Specifically, more ghetto than suburban residents have checked the top
number 8 category as their social position in West Virginia (45.6 against
8.4 percent, respectively), but in all other upper positions, categories
5 to 7, suburbanites are represented in highgr ﬁfqportions. The opposite
is true for the lower social positions (categories 4 to 1) where ghetto
residents are represented in larger propor:ions. In other words, in actual

numbers suburbanites have had higher social position in West Virginia than
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Table 58: Comparison of Respondents' Self-report of Social Status Position
in West Virginia and in Cleveland at the Time of the Interview
for Ghetto and Suburbs for Matched and Total Groups.

Social Total Groups Matched Groups

Status

Position Ghetto Suburb Ghetto Suburb

Rank

Order Cleveland W.Va., Cleveland W.Va.] Cleveland W.Va. Cleveland W.Va.
8 6.2 15.6 3.7 8.4 1.4 17.2 3.1 6H.8

High 7 2.5 8.8 3.5 9.4 0.0 11.4 2.5 8.1
6 6,8 11.3 19.9 19.9 4.2 10.0 16.7 21.1
5 27.2 19.4 39.1 25.8 36.0 20.0 37.0 25.5
4 38.9 28.7 28.2 20.8 48.6 31.4 35.2 22.4
3 11.1 8.1 3.2 8.4 5.6 4.3 3.7 8.6

Low 2 3.7 2.5 0.8 4.9 2.8 l.4 0.6 5.0
1 3.7 5.6 1.6 2.4 1.4 4.3 1.2 2.5

Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Total Cases (162) (160) (376) (371) (72) (70) (162) (16l)

Table 59: Discrepancy Coricerning Respondents Status in W.Va. and
Cleveland for Ghetto and Suburbs for Total and Matched Groups.

Total Groups Matched Groups

Difference

in Rank Ghetto Suburb Ghetto Suburb
+H -7 6.4 4.6 - 10.3 Py 3.8
+3 5.7 6.8 7.2 8.8
+2 15.2 10.2 10.1 10.0
+1 17.0 13.2 21.7 13.8
0 41.8 45.0 40.6 44.3
-1 13.9 20.2 10.1 19.3
or less
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (158) (371) (69) (1.60)
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ghetto residents.

Excluding the 8th category, suburbanites have indicated that they
also have higher social position in the communities they reside in Cleveland.
(However, in the eighth upper category in Cleveland there are 6.2 percent
ghetto residents and only 3.7 percent suburbanites). The position the
respondents think they occupy are naturc-lly not real, at least by the
- standards experts use to measure them, neither in the community they think
they belong in Cleveland or in West Vixginia, but represent 1nstead vhere
people feel they belong in terms of what they consider community. These
figures, then, excluding again the ;ighth category, indicate that those
who come from higher strata go to better commurities and even in those
communities occupy a higher poaitioﬁ than ghetto residents do in their
réspective communities. It might be that social status expectation moti-
vates them to act in this fashion, or it might be that one particular aspect
of status, education, in particul&r, has actually.determined the difference
between the two groups as indicated by the previous table (Table‘Z) in which
suburbanites by comparison have higher formal education. However, the differ-
ences between the two groups are retained when the two groups are matched
(right side of Table 58), but in this case, higher probortions of suburban-
ites occupy higher positions in Cleveland including the upper eighth category
which includes 3.1 percent of suburban and 1.4 percent of ghetto residents.

The discrepancy in social status between the respondents’ position in
West Virginia and Cleveland is presented in Table 59 which indicates that
for approximately half of the respondents there is no change in their personal
status due to migration. As this table indicates, the gzero rank difference

category includes 41.8 percent of ghetto and 45.0 percent of the suburbanites.
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In the greater discrepancy category (4 to 7 rank, Table 59) there are more

ghetto residents (6.4 percent) than suburbanites (4.6 percent). The
opposite is true for those who feel that they have actually gained status
in Cleveland because there are more suburbanites (20.2 percent) than
ghetto residents (13.9 percent) in that group.

In general, 55.7 percent of the ghetto residents and 65.2 percent
of the suburbanites feel that they e¢ither have the same status or gained
status by coming to Cleveland. How those who have gained status and those
who have lost considerably in social status (4 to 7 category of Table 59)
feel because of this loss will be examined in another paper where this
dimensien (Table 59) will be correlated with other dimensions, such as those
indicating life satisfaction and alienation, which are examined in the
following pages. However, before we examine those dimensions let us see
how loss of status compares with other conditions which bother West Virginians
in Cleveland.

Conditions Bothering West Virginians in Cleveland. The conditions which

bother West Virginians in Cleveland most are difficulties in adjusting to
city life in general. As shown in Table 60 (second page), 26.3 percent of
the ghetto residents and 13.4 percent of the suburbanites are bothered very
much by their inability to adjust to city life. Altogether 38.9 percent of
the ghetto residents and 38.2 percent of the suburbanites are bothered

either very much or quite a bit by lack of ability to adjust to city life.

On the other hand, 37.7 percent of ghetto residents and 40.4 percent of the
suburbanites indicate that adjustment is not at all a problem for them. The
second factor which seems to bother migrants in Cleveland most is the absence

of old friends and relatives (second question of Table 60); over half of the

153




t

Table 60;

e w8t n caean o o s pmg ot mwe o

v w w

ey g

Extent to Which Cextailn Conditions Botner West Virginians in Cieveidiw
for Ghetto anu Suburbs for Total and Matched Groups.

T -

-

- {
1

. Extent to whicn lotal Groups Matched Groups

! Respondents are Ghetto Subarbs Ghetto “uburbs

i bothered by;

§ Lack of Mountains
Very much 5.4 8.7 440 10.2 |
Quite a bit 18.6 20.8 18.7 19.9
Not much 27.5 31.4 2247 29.5
Net at all 48.5 39.1 54 .6 40 o4
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

!  Total Cases (159) (381) (75) (166)
Absence of 0ld Friends

i and Relatives
Very Much 14.5 18.3 16.3 17.5
Quite a bit 36.7 37.3 29.6 38.6
Not much 18.7 26.0 19.0 22.9
Not at all _30.1 18.4 35.1 21.0
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.
Total Cases (159) (381) (75) {166) |
Lower Social Position
than in West Virginia
Very much 7.5 4.9 7.4 b4od
Quite a bit 14.3 14,0 18.0 15.9
Not much 22 .4 32.6 22.0 31.5
Not at all 55.8 _48.5 52.6 48.2
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100. 100.0
Total Cases (159) (381) (75) (166)
Being Called Names
Very much 8.4 10.4 9.3 11.6
QUite a bit 9.6 15.1 5.3 12.2
Not much 22.2 30.5 24 .0 32.6
.Not at all 59.8 44,0 6l.4 43.6
Total Percent 100. 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (159) (381) (75) (166)

Continued
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Table 60: Continued.

Extent to Which

Total Groups

Matched Groups

ERIC

(—

Respondents are Ghette Suburbs Ghetto Suburbs
bothered by:
Lack of Respect by
Non=Appalachians
Very much 3.0 7.5 2.7 8.0
Quite a bit 16 .4 16.3 16.0 17.1
Not much 20.0 32.8 16.0 30.8
Not at 311 6006 43.4 6503 440];_
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.C 100.0
Total Cases (159) (381) (75) (166)
Getting the Worse
Jobsg
Very much [ 4.2 3.9 1.3 3.0
Quite a bit 5.4 1004 503 906
Not much 15.6 20.6 13.3 21.1
Not at all 74..8 65.1 80.1 66.3
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (159) (381) (75) (166)
Being Unable to Get
Used to City Life
Very much 26.3 13.4 30.7 9.6
Quite a bit 12.6 25.8 14.7 25.9
Not much 23.4 20.4 20.0 19.9
Not at all 37.7 40.4 34 .6 44 .6
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (159) (381) (75) (166)
Disturbance Scale
High (10 to 21) 20.1 30.7 17.3 29.5
Med. ( 4 to 9) 45.9 38.1 44 .0 36.2
Low (0 to 3) 34.0 31.2 38.7 34.5
Total Percent 100.0 100. 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (159) (381) (75) (166)
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respondents, both ghetto residents and suburbanites, have indicated that
this factor bothers them either very much or quite a bit. These two
problems, the migrants' adjustment to the new culture and the breaking

up of old relationships, are from the sociological point of view the most
crucial, and, if one is to consider the undesirable aspects of migration,
their consequences seem the most detrimental.

The third, fourth and fifth statements of Table 60 deal with conditions
related to the loss of status due to migration. The third statement can .
offer gsome perspective as to how loss of status, which we treated under the
previous subheading, compares with cher conditious which bother West
Virginians in Cleveland. Twenty=-one and eight tenths percent of the ghetto
residents and 18.9 percent of the suburbanites indicate that this condition
bothers them either very much or quite a bit; however, about half of the
respondents in both groups say that loss of status does not hother them at
all. This, of course, as shown in Table 59, is probably the proportion of
migrants who either do not feel that they have lost any status or feel that
they have gained status by coming to Cleveland.

Relatively similar are the reactions which refer to status in respect

to the group of Appalachians as a whole, but, in this case and in contrast

to the loss of the single individual's status, suburbanites seem to be bother-
ed more by the statements, ''Appalachians are called names' or 'lack of

respect by un-Appalachians,'" (fourth and fift'. statements of Table 60);
eighteen percent of the ghetto residents and 25.5 percent of the suburbanites
are at least quite a bit bothered by being called names. The difference
between.ghetto and suburbs on the fifth statement cf Table 60 is smaller

when the intensity with which the migrants are bothered is considered;
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however, when one refers to the proportion of respondents who ago not
bothered at all by these conditions, the difference in proportions between
ghetto and suburbs remains somewhere between approximately sixty and forty-
four percent.

Not only are auburbanites who have higher status than ghette residents
bothered more by the image of Appalachian., but upper strata individuals
in West Virginia are also bothered more than those of lower strata. The
mest probable reasen for this differemtial response is that beth the upper
strata in West Virgimia amd the suburbanites in Cleveland afe more a part
of the larger American society, using it more as a reference group than do
lewer strata. In West Virgiria the omce ideslized moumtaimeer is seen teday
by many upper classmen as backward simply becauses the meuntaimssr, havimg a
lower level of living teday, lowers the image of the Appalachiax.

In ;eporal, considering the conditiens listed im Table 60, we may say
that suburbanites are disturbed mere abeut certaimn comditiems inm Cleveland
than ghetto residents, but in many cases their disturbamce is of a different
nature. Lack of eld friemds, being called names and the lack ef respect
fer Appalachians bother them more, but city life in gemeral, which iz a
crucial facter fer successful migratiom, bothers the suburbamites less than it
dees ghette residents,

Life Satisfaction. Societal pressures amd simply physical desire fer
a higher level of living have mobilized a number of West Virginians,
Depending om their potential for adjustment, some individuals went te the
suburbs, others stayed in the Appalachian ghettos, others returned to West
Virginia, and, finally, othérs never migrated, including people of the same

age and education as the migrant group. In the previeus papers we have seen
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that these four groups, often possessing different characteristics,
perceive things differently and have different problems. Table 61 measures
satisfaction with various aspects of life, and life in general for the
ghetto residents, suburbanites, returned migrants and non-migrants.

First, let us see how satisfied these people are with the kind of job
they now have or, as in the case of the unemployed, the kind of job they
usually find. More than three-fourths of the respondents are in some way
satisfied with their jobs, excluding returned migrants among whom only
70.7 percent are in some way satisfied (first statement of Table 61).

High satisfaction as indicated in Table 61 combines various intensit.»s of
satisfaction from very high to moderately high, but it does not include
dissatisfaction. The same procedure is employed in measuring dissatisfaction.

A lower proportion of respondents in all four groups feel in some way
satisfied with their ability to do the things which they would like to do.
Ghetto residents are slightly less satisfied with this aspect of life
(56.8 percent) than the other three groups.

The life aspect with which all four groups are most satisfied is family
life. About ninety percént of all respondents in all four groups are more
or less satisfied with their family life. The proportion of satisfied
respondents is much lower in their feelings toward the life their community
can offer. The most satisfied (65.4 percent) are the suburbanites, and the
least satisfied are the ghetto residents (47.3 percent, Table 6l1). However,
the lowest proportion of satisfied respondents is shown in response to a
statement referring to the kind of life the Appalachian region can offer.
Only in this case are Cleveland residents less satisfied than West Virginians

living in their own state, and this is probably one of the reasons they left

198

e ey




Table 61: Satisfaction With Certain Aspects of Life for Non-Migrant,
Returned Migrant, Ghetto and Suburb for Total and Matched Groups.

Total Groups Matched Groups
Degree of Non~ Returned Non=- Returned
Satisfaction Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb| Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb

Question: The kind of job you now have or, in case you are unemployed, the
kind of job you usually find. ,

High satisfaction 7849 70.7 77.7 78.3 72.7 63.9 78 .4 77.2
Low satisfaction 21.1 29.3 22.3 _21.7 27.3 _36.1 21.6 22.8
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (876) (225) (166) (384) {135) (72) (74) (162)

Question: Your ability to do things which you would more or less like to do.

High satisfaction| 67.0  62.3 56.3 62.7 | 63.4 60.3 56,0  63.6
Low satisfactfon | 33.0 _37.7 43,7 37.3 | 36.6 _39.7 44,0 36.4
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0
Total Cases (885)  (233)  (167) (283) | (164)  (73) (75)  (162)

Question: Your family life.

High satisfaction 92.2 89.3 90.9 90.4 89.7 89.0 86.7 92.6

Low satisfaction 7.8 10.7 9.1 9.6 10.3 11.0 13,3 7.4
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Total Cases (884) (234) (164) (387) (165) (73) (75) (163)
Question: The kind of life your community can offer. —

High satisfaction 57.3 54.7 47.3 65.4 53.7 43.3 47.7 66.7

Low satisfaction 42.7 45.3 52.7 34.6 46.3 56.7 52,3 33.3
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (886) (236) (167) (384) (164) (74) (74) (162)

Question: The kind of life the Appalachian Region can offer.

High satisfaction 48.3 49.8 34.3 19.8 45,2  41.9 37.0 20.0
Low satisfaction 51.7 50.2 65.7 80.2 54 .8 58.1 63.0 80.0
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (882) (234) (168) (374) (166) (74) (73) (158)
Question: Your life in general.

High satisfaction 80.5 77.9 77 .7 79.6 77.7 79.7 75.7 79.2
Low satisfaction 19.5 22,1 22.3 20.4 22.3 20.3 24,3 20.8
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (888) (236) (166) (387) (166) (74) (74) (163)

Continued
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Table 61: Continued.

Total Groups Matched Groups
Degree of Non- Returned Non- Returned
Satisfaction Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb| Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb
Question: Your overall economic position.
High satisfaction 59.3 52.9 51.2 62.2 63.0 43.2 50.7 62.6
Low satisfaction 40.7 47,1 48.8 37.8 37.0 56.8 49,3 37.4
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 § 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (888) (236) (168) (387) (165) (74) (75) (163)
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their state. Suburbanites are in particular digssatisfied with the kind of

‘1ife Appalachia can offer because only 19.8 perceant indicated that they
would be more or less satisfied with it.

The differences among the four groups disappear when measuring satis~
faction with life in general because about four~fifths of the respondents
in all four groups are more or less satisfied with their life in general
(Table 61, second page). If migration had not given some people a chance
to move out of Appalachia, or if some people in spite of their will had
to stay in Cleveland because of very strong societal pressures, the
picture in Table 61 would probably be quite different. In other words,
although there is pressure to move to the city and remain there, the
pressure is not toe strong te make the majority eof people in these groups
less satisfied with their life in general. About a fifth of the respon-
dents, however, are dissatisfied with their lives, but this is due te
probably seme other reason than their decision to migrate or their decisien
to remain in their old communities or return to them., Migratiom in this
respect might #ct as an equilibrating process giving people, who are less
satisfied with their lives, opportunities to acquire a more desirable way
of life.

Migration acts as an equilibrating process primarily in relatiom te
income, and as indicated in the last statement of Table 61, in overall
economic position the two lower income groups, returned migrants and ghetto
residents, have lower proportions of satisfied respondents (52.9 and 51.2
percent respectively) as compared to the two other groups, particularly
the suburbanites who have the highest proportion of satisfied respondents

(62.2 percent). Suburbanites, on the other hand, have higher income than

201




the other four groups, Relative economic deprivation, in other words,
is a feeling which is closely determined by the size of one's income.

It might be that in the past due to the isolation of rural communities
and lower socioeconomic strata this was not the case but now it seems
that due to the common desires created by the mass media and the lack of
autonomy of certain social systems, even very low SES people tend to
compare their income more and more with that of the masses.

How our economic and political system will be developed because of
these trends in the future is difficult to say, but what we can now say
on the basis of our data and the theoretical introduction of this paper
is that first, groups which have lower income are less satisfied with
their economic position and second, even in the higher income group (of
those we are treating here) there are many, 40.7 percent, among non-migrants
and 37.8 percent of suburbanites (Table 61), who are not satisfied with
their economic position. It might be, for instance, that lower income
suburbanites compare themselves with others of higher income.

The fact remains that in spite of the rapid increase in income in the
later years, many people are discatisfied with their economic position. Our
figures show that this dissatisfaction is not as much due to actual size
of income but to one's relative position in relation to the other individuals
and groups he uses as reference. Furthermore, our theoretical introduction
suggests that this is due primarily to the fact that many semiautonomous
parts of society are becoming more and more part of the larger society. On
this basis lower income groups now desire to rezch the standard the larger
societylmore or less has set for them. What is the future then, going to

be? Perhaps a large class similar to the standard of the ecanomic elites
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will develop, or econouic criteria as such will become less important in

the future. On the other hand, income differences may remain as thay are

to provide a challenge for our political system on the basis of a competitive
economy, or it may be that the govermnment will become the elite, and among
masses, differences will diminish. Let us leave aspects of 1ife in general
now to study how migrants in Cleveland are satisfied with the kind of 1life
the city itself can offer.

Table 62 shows that about a third of the migrants are very satisfied
with their lives in Cleveland with another third fairly satisfied. In both
cases the proportions are higher (38.4 and 44,7 percent) among the subur-
banites. Only 10.2 percent of the ghetto residents and 2.1 percent of the
suburbanites are very dissatisfied with their lives in Cleveland. Thus,
since many ghetto residents are newcomers, one could expect that their
attitudes will become more favorable in the future.

Table 63 is similar to Table 62, but it involves more or less projective
questions measuring the way the respondent perceives the satisfaction with
Cleveland life of other West Virginians, Suburbanites again perceive more
satisfaction, but although a comparison with the previous table is not fully

Justifiable, all respondents, particularly those in the ghetto, seem to
perceive lower satisfaction than Table 62 indicated.

In general, particularly for the suburbanites, life in Cleveland is
not a torture. Many, as indicated in previous tables, miss aspects of life
in Appalachia such as life in the mountains and old friends, but most seem
to look forward to city life. As the years go by, for the new generations
in particular, cilty life becomes the only life. The attraction of the pri=-
mary rural Appalachian community does not seem to appeal to the migrant as

it did to his forefathers or even to those who never left it; however, there
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Table 62: Satisfaction with Life in Cleveland for Ghetto and Suburbs fox
Total and Matched Groups.

Total Groups

Matched Groups

Extent of

Satisfaction Ghetto Suburb Ghet.to Suburb
Very Satisfied 33.7 38.4 29.7 35.4

Pretty Satisfied 39.8 44,7 37.8 46.3

Somewhat Dissatisfied 16.3 14.8 20.3 15.9

Very Dissatisfied 10.2 2.1 12.2 2.4

Total Pexcent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Total Cases (166) (385) (74) (164)

Table 63: Perception as to How Much Other West Virginians are Satisfied with

Their Lives in Cleveland for Ghetto and Suburbs for Total and

Matched Groups.

L Total Groups Matched Groups

Extent of .

Satisfaction Ghetto Suburb Ghetto Suburb
Most are satisfied 38.3. 55,1 29.7 52.8
Some are satisfied 2745 2845 32.4 30.4
Few are satisfied 31.1 14.1 35.2 16,8
Don't know 3.1 2.3 2.7 0.0
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (166) (385) (74) (L64)
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are still migrants in Cleveland who are dissatisfied with their lives.

Further analysis of this data may show that these are older people or
people who feel alienated and are bewildered and confused by the new

life. 1In fact, alienation as an attxibute of the life in Cleveland will
be examined in the subheading which follows. Now let us look at what kind
uf suggestions migrants have for those West Virginians who might come to
Cleveland in the future.

Suggestions for Newcomers to Cleveland. Respondents in Cleveland

were asked to mention three suggestions they might have for those West
Virginians who were planning to come to Cleveland. Table 64 includes
their responses, but, like other tables in this report, the table is not
complete because it does not include suggestions mentioned by smaller

proportions of respondents. Ghetto residents and suburbanites similarly

seer to consider important the suggestion to leave family home until the |
newcomer finds a job. Finding a house does not seem to be as important
probably because there are usually available places in the ghetto. How;ver,
the two groups disagree on the ease of finding a job with 22.2 percent of

the ghetto residents stating that it is easy to find a job and only 3.3 percent
of the suburbanites stating so. It is quite possible that the two groups

had in mind different kinds of jobs; suburbanites probably were referring to

better jobs, requiring some skill and stability, while ghetto residents

considered non-skilled jobs not many pecple want.

In spite of the availability of jobs, however, 17.2 pexcent of the
ghetto residents and 12.3 percent of the suburbanites feel that one should
not come to Cleveland if he does not have to. Considering that this is one

of the three most often mentiored suggestions, it becomes obvious that some
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Table 64: Advice to Those Who Plan to Migrate to Cleveland for Ghetto and

Suburbs.

Type of Advice Ghetto Suburb
Leave family home until you have a

job. 16.8 18.2
It is easy to find a job. 22.2 3.3
Rent is higher than you expect. 1.2 1.5
When you first come have some

money with you. 9.0 5.1

Find a house as soon as you ¢an. 1.2 4.6
Check with the unemployment office

when you first arrive. 0.0 7.4
Try to make social contacts. 3.0 3.6
Stay away from the East Side. 4.8 7.2
Do not come if you do not have to. 17.2 12.3
Other 24.6 36.8
Total Percent 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (167) (390)




migrants have incurred difficulties which they have not erased in spite
of the better jobs they might have found in Cleveland. Analysis of othex
essay-type questions about what people like in Cleveland have shown that a
number of respondents don't seem to like anyfhing in Cleveland. However,
others, in particular younger people, similarly dislike life in the old
comaunities in rural Appalachia.

The remaining suggestions involve smaller proportions of xespondents.
One suggestion which should probably be mentioned and seems to be wore
fmporxtant for ghetto residents, is to have some money when first arriving
in the city. Finally, another suggestion which at this time seems to be
mere ilmportant for the suburbanites, is to stay away from the East side of
Cleveland. From what can be deduced from comments of the interviewer,
the main reason for this statement is that: first, the East side is a
predominantly Negro area, and second, the Appalachians live primarily on

the West side.

Alienation

In very general terms, alienation is seen as the way the individual
sees order ir society and the extent to which he feels part of society. In
more specific terms, allenation is seen as loneliness, estrangement, power-
lessness, apathy, need tc avoid social contact and exposure, and similar
conditions which imply an unhealthy relationship between the individual and
his society.

Here we examine two aspects of alienation which seem important for
Appalachia and are more or less in line with the theoretical framework which

was presented in the beginning of the paper. The first aspect of alienation
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we treat under this subheading is, "Bewilderment and Confusion." More
specifically, this aspect of alienation refers to the way the individual
understands or approves the function of parts of scciety, which in some

way have to do with his welfare. By becoming more and more part of the

larger society, as any other American, the Appalachian, especially the
rural Appalachian, has been forced to deal more directly with the larger
society and understands its institutions.

The second aspect of alienation we examine here deals with mistrust
in government and its officials. This is probably the most widely discussed
aspect of alienation in respect to rural and low income Appalachians, in
particular, having its roots partly in the past and the individualism and

mistrust of the early settler. Lower education ard isolation have probably

contributed to the development of attitudes associated with this aspect of
alienation. It has been chosen for analysis here mainly for its signifi-
cance for programs of community development where trust in government
officials becomes an important issue.

Because modern alienation is related to societal change, certain aspects
of the individual's sociophyehological response to-alienation are also
discussed under this subheading. More particularly, religlon and primary
group relationships are treated as means of alleviating anxieties which

modern societal changes produce. The aspect of change, of course, which is

of more importance to us here is the one associated with migration.
Bewli]lderment and Confusion, Table 65 includes six questions designed
to measure 'bewilderment and econfusion," and it shows that about half of the

respondents at least moderately agree with a statement suggesiing that

"hnobody really has any good answers for the problems that face us today."
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However, larger proportions of respondents from the low income and education

groups agree (56,1 of returned migrants and 53.3 percent of ghetto residents).
The opposite is true for those who strongly ox moderately disagree with the
statement; in fact, suburbanites have :esponded more unfavorably to this
question than the other three groups.

With the second question of Table 65, "all the experts disagree, so
how can a person decide what is right," a lower proportion of respondents

than in the previous question strongly or moderately agree. But this time

the differences are not between low and high income groups but between

people in Cleveland and those in West Virginia. The same 1is true with the

third question of Table 65, "I don't know who is to blame when things go

wrong in business,' with smaller proportions of Cleveland respondents

strongly or moderately agreeing with the statement. A smaller proportion

of respondents from Cleveland also strongly or moderately agree with the

statement, '"it is hard for me to discover who deserves the credit or the

blame feor what the government does.' However, concerning the fifth question

of Table 65 stating that 'the world is too complicated now to be understood

by anyone but experts,'" which, as the first question, refers to society

in general, ti.e lower income and education groups again have the highest

proportion of respondents who strongly or moderately agree with the statement.
The sixth question of Table 65, ''the more societies progress, the more

humans become confused,'" a general question similar to the first and fifth

question, indicates that larger proportions of respondents in the low income

and education groups strongly or moderately agree. The corresponding pro-

portions are 55.7 and 58.9 percent for returned migrants and ghetto residents,

as compared to 47.9 and 43.7 percent for non-migrants and suburbanites.
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West Virginians about accepting or retaining poor jobs which are

the kind usually offered to those who are unqualified and often in poverty.
Approximately 45 percent of non-migrants and a little over 55 percent
of the returned migrants feel that '"jobs people don't like but have to
take, rengthen their willingness for a successful life." On the
other hand, a little less than a third of the respondents disagree
strongly or moderately with this statement. It might be that people
with weaker achievement oricntation and stronger feelings of relative
job deprivation feel this way. Returned migrants, who have probably
experienced the situation the first question of Table 55 describes,
express agreement with it in larger proportion (55.4 percent than the
other groups).

However, the next question which suggests that '"it is better not to
have modern conveniences than work in a job or town that you don't like"
indicates unfavorable opinion toward remaining in a bad job, and returned
migrants again in higher proportions (47.5 percent, Table 55) strongly or
moderately agree. Higher level of living, in other words,6is not enough
reason for them to stay in a poor city job. The level of living in Table 12,
which we presented before, verifies this by indicating that returned
migrants have the lowest level of living among the four groups.

Although only about one-third of the respondents in both groups
strongly or moderately agree that it is better to work in a job you don't
like than have a low level of living, a much larger proportion, about
four-fifths of the respondents in both groups, feel the same way about
collecting unemployment (third question of Table 55). Only one in ten

in both groups strongly or moderately agree that it is better to collect
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unemployment than work in a job you don't like. By controlling variables
such as health, alienation and similar variables, a study of characte~istics
of this ten percent will indicate vhe people who consider advisable collecting
welfare until a good job is found. They might be people with more education
and liberal views on this matter or people who have learned such attitudes
from a family familiar with welfare. At least fifty percent of the respon-
dents in both groups probably feel that a culture of poverty based on
collecting welfare does exist because about fifty percent of the respondents
in both groups strongly or moderately disagree with a statement suggesting
that '"poverty will disappear when decent jobs become availatle." Only a
little over one-fourth of the respcundents (26.9 and 31.9 percent for non-
migrants and returned migrants) agree with the statement. In other words,
the majority of the general public in the State of West Virginia (assuming.
that our sample is more or less random) feel that better jobs, as many
claim, will not solve the poverty problem,

Data from the present samples and other sources have shown that
psychological, sociopsychological, socioeducational, and physical reasons
are associated with poverty and attitudes toward welfare. These, then,
are factors which, along with better jobs or guaranteed minimum income,
should be considered when the expected large scale programs are implemented
since nét only does the general public not presently expect feasible economic
solutions to eliminate poverty, but sociological theory points to the same
conclusion. Let us look at two generalizations directly applicable: (1)
poverty is related more to one's relative position in society than actual
income. A German in Germany, for instance, with the income of an Appalachian

exhibitiiig the attributes of poverty, does not exhibit these symptoms, and
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his morale, relative to the Appalachian is high; (2) a generalization of
a higher level suggests that the faster technology changes, the higher the
alienstion and apathy, We know that technology changes at an accelerated
rate, and it will probably zontinue doing so, and therefore, the victims
will continue increasing. Consequently, guaranteed minimum income or
better jobs will undoubtedly help even psychologically but will not guar-
antee a conforming citizen who because of social demands will have a neat
1ittle house, clean children and sound morals.

The fifth question of Table 55 further supports the previous specula-
tions and disproves the hypothesis that teturned migrants who had experienced
poor jobs outsiie the state would in larger proportions agree with the
statement that "the world is unfair: you are expected to be like everyone
else but the jobs you have to take are worse than those of others."” As a
matter of fact, when the two groups are matched, more non-migrants than
returned migrants strongly or moderately agree with the statement; the
corresponding proportion for non-migrants is 19.3 and for returned migrants
11.1 percent (right side of Table 55, fifth question). Finally, the scale
which uses the summary score of all five guestions indicates that there are
no differences between returned migrants and non-migrants concerning job
expectations and satisfaction. In other words, and in very broad terms, we
may say that returned migrants, although they had some unfavorable job
experiences in the city, do often feel that society has offered them a
bad deal. (They probably feel that this is how society is, and one must
start from there). On the other hand, this is the kind of belief which can
lead to alienation and confgsion; in fact, returned migrants as shown in

Table 65 have higher scores than non-migrants in the scale which measures
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"bewilderment and confusion.' It is a situation similar to that faced by

the small businessman who believes in competition and hard work, but his
business keeps failing because a chain store has opened across the street.

Attitudes Toward Welfare. We have examined above the way those who

have no other alternatives look at the poor jobs which are offered to them.
Often the alternative to accepting such a job is joining welfare roles, and
we examine the respondents' attitudes toward welfare.

Five questions are used to measure attitudes toward welfare, and,
in particular, attitudes toward the role welfare is playing in American
society today. About half of the respondents strongly or moderately dis-
agree with a statement suggesting that “the government should guarantee
full employment and retirement income for everyone" (first question of Table 56).
still, about a third of the respondents agree with the same intemsity with
this same statement, but in the two low income groups, the returned migranis
and the ghetto residents, larger proportions (37.0 and 37.2 percent, res-
pectively)agree with the statement. Those who agree the least and disagree
most with the statement are the non-migrants among whom there are many high
income individuals.

Our respondents are divided about equally in relation to a statement
suggesting that "social security, unemployment insurance and other such
welfare services tend to destroy initiative,' but, again, the low income
groups and in particular the ghetto residents tend to disagree most. In
similar fashion the two low income groups agree with a reverse statement

that "social security, unemployment insurance, and other such welfare

services offer the security poor people need." Only about one in ten of the

respondents disagree with the statement, and those who disagree least (5.4
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Table 65: Questions and Scale Referring to Bewilderment and Confusion for
Non-Migrants, Returned Migrants, Ghetto and Suburb for Total and
Matched Groups.
Total Grdups i Matched Groups
Degree of Non~ Returned Non- Returned
Agreement Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb |[Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb
Question: Nobody really has any very good answers for the problems that face '
us today. X
St., mod. agr. 47.1 56.1 53.3 43.3 | 47.5 49.3 47.9 39.8
Sl. agr., sl. dis. 29.4 24.0 32.1 . 30.7 | 32.3 30.7 35.6 33.1
St., mod. dis. 2345 19.9 14.6. 26,0 | 20.2 20.0 16.5 27,1
Total Percent 100.0 , 100.0 100.0 100.0 {100.C — 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (885) (237) (165) (388) |[(l64) (75) (73) (166)
Question: All the experts disagree, so how can a person decide what is right.
St. mod. agr. 37.6  42.5  25.3 33.6 | 40.6  36.5 31.5 33.9
Sl. agr., sl. dis. | 32.9 26.1 48.7 37.0 { 35.0 37.8 45,2 37.0
St., mod. dis. 29.5 31.4 26,0 _29.4 | 24.4 25.7 23.3 29.1
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 }100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (869) (233) (154) (384) [(160) (74) (73) (165)

Question:

for what the governmeant does.
St., mod. agr. 50.7 57.1 45.6 48.3
Sl. agr., sl. dis. 27.92 21.9 38.1 32.2
St., mod. dis. 21.4 21.0 16,3 19,5
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (876) (238) (160) (385)

Question: I don't know who is to blame when things go wrong in the business
worid today.

St., mod. agr. 44,7 51.5 37.9 40.0 | 44.1 42.7 31.5 37.0

Sl. agr., sl. dis. | 31.9 28.7 42.9 35.8 | 33.7 42.6 45.2 39.3

St., mod. dis. 23 .4 19.8 19,2 24,2 | 22.2 14 .7 23,3  23.7

Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 |100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Total Cases (875) (237) (161) (383) |(163) (75) (73) (165)

It is hard for me to discover who deserves the credit or the blame

51.2  50.6  47.9 47.9
31.1  25.3  35.6 30.9
17,7 24,1 16.5 21,2
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
(164)  (75)  (73) (165)
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.Question: The world is too complicated now to be understood by anyone but
experts.
St., mod. agr. 40.2 48 .5 44,6 35.8 | 42.1 44..0 54.1 35.4
Sl. agr., sl. dis. | 27.3 19.0 19.8 27.7 | 29.2 254 12.2 26.8
Ste., mod. dis. 32.5 32.5 35.6 _36.5 | 28,7 30.6 33.7 37.8
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 {100.0 100.0 100.0 100.C
Total Cases (880) (237) (166) (387) |(l64> (75) (74) (164)
Continued




Table 65: Continued,

| Total Groups Matched Groups
Degree of Non«~ Returned Non~  Returned -
Agreement Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb|Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb
Question: The moxe socleties progress, che more humans become confused,
St., mod . agY . 47.9 5567 58,9 43.7 54,0 52.0 6448 b4t o5
Sl. agr., sl. dis.| 28.5 22.0 2446 2841 | 26.7 24,0 2444 28.1
St., mod, dis. 2346 2243 16,5 _28.2 | 19.3 24.0  10.8 27.4
Total Percent 100,0 100.0 100.,0 100,0 {100.0 100.0 100.0 1.00.0
Total Cases (876)  (237) (163) (384) |(Llel) (75) (74) (L64)
Bewilderment and Confusion scale.
Med. (23-34) 374 42,2 57.8 45.4 | 41.7 48.7 50,0 48,0
Low ( 6=22) 32,1 26.0 26,2 35.0 | 24.3 25.6 27.8 35.7
Total Pexrcent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 {100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (844)  (230) (149) (388) }(156) (74) (72) (165)
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The least confused of all four groups appears to be the suburbanites, and
the most confused, the¢ ghetto residents, but compared to other statements
of Tahle 65, larger proportions of respondents from all four groups seem
to agree that socletal progress is confusing.

In general, concerning all aix statement, about a fourth of the
respondents (including all four groups) have moderate ox strong opinions
against statements indicating bewilderment and confusion. On the other
hand, close to half of them tend to either strongly or moderately agree
with the statements. The summary score at the end of Table 65 indicates
that the two Cleveland groups are less bewildered and confused than the
groups in West Virginia. However, concerning the function of society in
general, the lower income and education groups (returned migrants and
ghetto) appear more bewildered and confused (see specific questions),
while concerning the function of more specific parts of society, the
two Cleveland groups appear less bewildered and confused. The differ-
ences between Cleveland and West Virginia are retained when the groups
are matched in terms of age and education, but in this case, all three
migrant groups (including returned migrants) appear to be less bewildered
and confused than non~migrants. The largest differences, however, exist
between non-migrants--34.0 percent with high scores and 24.3 percent with
low scores=--and suburbanites--16.3 percent with high scores and 35.7 percent
with low scores. 1In general, then, we can say that bewilderment and con=
fusion s not associated with migration as much as with non-migration, and
this is true regardless of age or education which are known to be correlates
of alienution. It might be that people become bewildered and confused when
they do not have the advantage of the equilibrating process we call migra-

tion, but, on the other hand, it might be that less bewildered and confused
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people migrate, and this is why migration is related negatively to alienation,
In fact, these factors could function eithex cumulatively er indspendently.
The unfavorable effeat of staying in an area without epportunities

for ecenemic achievement can be easily demonstrated with an excerxpt of am

intexview with the county agent of Green Brier Ceunty, West Virginla. Thia
maa has observed that old established farmers whe owned sems bottom land
and had status in the community in the past often became bawildered when
they perceived members of the low status families from the hillsides--whem
they often call trash fox their lewer morals and lower intellect=~visiting
back home in bigger cars and flashy clothes, not asseciated with their
fermer status,

Mistrust in Gevernment Officials. This scale is measured with four

questions which refer to the individual's faith in public officers. Table 66
shows that sbout half of the respondents strongly or moderately agree that
"people whe go into public office are usually out for all they can get,"
with larger proportions from the low income and education groups sgreeing.
The corresponding proportions are 55.9 and 58.7 percent for returned migrants
and ghetto residents versus 44.7 and 43.7 percent for non-migrants and subur-
banites. When the groups are matched, however, ghetto residents remain
with the highest proportion of respondents who strongly or moderately agree
with the statement (right side of Table 66).

Returned migrants and ghetto residents also have the highest proportion
of respondents who strongly or moderately agree that ''elected officials
become tools of special interest no matter what.' However, again when the

four groups are correlated for age and education, ghetto residents remain

with the highest proportion of respondents (52.7 percent right side of Table 66)

217




L

}

; Yuestion:

1

' Total Cases

. Agreement

lable vb:

S mae e

LW

guestions and Scale voncerning Misctrust of Government for Non~Migrants,

Returnad Mlgrants Ghetto and Suburb for Matched and Total Groups.

i

Total Groups

Degree of

o—un - - s

Stg, mod . AgYr .
5l. agr., sl. dis,
Ste, mod. dis.
Total Percent
Total Casges

Question:

St., mod. agr.,
Sl. agr., sl. dis.
Ste, mod, dis.
Total Percent

P l.

People who go into public office are usually out for all they can get.

Non~

“Returned
Migrant Migrant thttc Suburb

o ausm—

*4

Matched Groups

Non~

Returned

Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb

C e was e v v

44,7 55,9  58.7  43.7| 47.9  46.6  54.7  43.1
31,1 23.9  25.2 28.4 | 30.3  22.8 28,0 28.5
26,2 20.2  16.1 27.9| 21.8  30.6  L7.3 28.4
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0]7100.0 100.0 100.0 T100.0
(890)  (238)  (167) (387) | (l65)  (75) (75> (Lo5)

Elected officials become tools

of specisl interests,

no matter whata.

Question:

St., mod «
Sl. agr.,
St., mod.

agr.
sl. dis.
dis.,

| Total Percent

39.7  49.4 49,3 40.9| 43.0  39.2  52.7 37.4
35,1 30,0 3o.l  J1.7| 33.1 39,2 31.9  33.6
25,2  20.6  14.6 27.4 | 23.9 21.6  15.4 29.0
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 |100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
(883)  (237)  (158) (386) | (163)  (74)  (72) (166)

Local officials soon lose touch with the people who elected them.

Total Cases

Question:

45,4  Sh.h  62.8  47.4 | 47.3  53.4  64.9  45.2
32.7 23,1 23.8 29.4 | 34.0  22.6  20.2 31.3
21.9 22,5 13.4 23,2 | 18.7 24,0  14.9 23.5
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 |100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
(889)  (239)  (164) (388) | (165)  (75)  (74) (L66)

the 1lid off things.

St., mod. agr.

Sl. agr., sl. dis.
St., mod. dis.
Total Percent
Total Cases

I1f people knew what was really going on in high places, it would blow

Faith in Governing Scale

High (24-28)
Med. (15-23)
Low ( 4-14)

Total Percent
Total Cases

58.0 61.9  64.3 55.7 | 61.0 59.4  57.8 55.1
25.7  22.0  30.0 26.9| 28.0 27.1  36.7 27.3
16.3 16,1 5.7 17.4 | 11.0  13.5 5.5 17.6
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 |100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
(875)  (236) (160) (386) |(164)  (74)  (71) (165)
33.2  43.4  48.8 30.2 | 37.0  40.5 47.9 28.9
38.3 31,1  35.2 39.2 | 40.2  35.2  36.6 39.1
28.5 25,5 16.0 30,6 | 22,8 24.3  15.5 32.0
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 [100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
(867)  (235)  (156) (388) |(162)  (74)  (71) (166)




who strongly or moderately agree with this second statement.

The same pattern is followed in responses to the third question of
Table 66 indicating that Mocal officials soon lose touch with the people
who elected them." Returned migrants and ghetto residents have the highest

proportion of respordents who strongly or moderately agree with the state-
ment-=54.4 and 62,8 percent respectively, Ghetto residents again remain
with the highest proportion, 64,9 percent of respondents who strongly or
moderately agree when the four groups are matched (right side of Table 66,
third question).

The pattern is repeated with the fourth question where, again, returned
migrants and ghetto residents have the highest proportion of respondents
who either strongly or moderately agree that "if people knew what was really
going on in high places, it would blow the 1lid off things." The pattern,
however, is not retainod when the four groups are matched, but differences
in the responses to this question have been small. What 1s most noticeable
with this question a. . the next, revealing a strong mistrust of gevernment
of ficials among West Virginians, is the high proportlon of respondents who
strongly or moderately agree and the low proportion of respondents who
strongly or moderately disagree. Among ghetto residents, for instance, the
proportion of respondents who strongly or moderately disagree that 'wvery shady
deals take place in high plnces" is only 5.7 percent and remains at approxi-
mately that same level when the groups are matched.

One might wonder now about the function of these predispositions in
programs of improvement of low income areas and of the chances of conventional
government programs have in securing sincere cooperation. On the other hand,

one might consider the usefulness of liaison agents, selected among low
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income people such as those used by nutrition programs today. Such agents

could disseminate simple but useful information and, in jarticular, inform~
ation which might in some way reduce the isolation of the low income groups.
For instance, these liaison agents, besides disseminating simple subject
matter material, could bring low income people in contact with appropriate
agencies, help them in some way participate in programs and organizations,
and finally, change their attitudes about government,

The summary scale at the bottom uf Table 66, as expected, demonstrates
that returned migrants and ghetto residents in particular have the highest
proportion of respondents with high mistrust scores, 43.4 and 48.8 percent
respectively. Noticeable is the difference between ghetto and suburbs which
has been demonstrated in most of the tables which we have presented in this

report. One, of course, might wonder again whether the suburbanites were

either different initially or tended to lose their feelings of alienation
and relative deprivations after their relative success. It appears, however,
regardless of what the cause might be, that the suburbanites not only have
attributes more in line with the expectations of the mass society but tend
to percelve society as more orderly and are less confused about it.

The difference in percentages are retained when the four groups are
matched (bottom of Table 66). 1In other words, what makes, for instance,
suburbanites much different from ghetto residents in the matters we are
considering here is neither their education nor their age.

Up to this point under this subheading, we have discussed aspects of the
relationship between the individual and his society which might be considered

unhealthy. In the introduction of this paper we suggested that the speed of

modern change is disrupting the equillibrium between the individual and his




social environment which in turn produces unhealthy relationships. Below
we examine some of the means or socilopsychological mechanisms the individual

uses to cope with the frustrations these unhealthy relationships produce,

Religiqp and Primary Greups as a Buffer to the Qutside Woxld. Two of

the most commonly discussed mechanisms the individual uses to cope with the

frustrations which his sociocultural environment produces are attachment
to religion and to primary groups. Below in ocur four groups we examine
reactions to comditions implying need to use religion and primary groups
as buffers to cope with frustrations of this nature.

Table 67 includes responses to six questions which are designed to
measure the individual's attitudes and direct reactions concerning use of

religion as a buffer to the outside world. Such attitudes are, in turn,

expected to offer indications as to the needs the individual has for using
religion for this purpose. Because of lack of space in the Cleveland
questionnaire only the fifth of the six questions was included in that
schedule. (Responses to that question are given in Table 68).

Close to saventy percent of respondents from West Virginia strongly
or moderately agree that "if one's belief is firmly based, it should serve
#s a buffer to the outside world" (first question of Table 67). The other
statement in Table 67 which 1s agreed upon by such a high proportion is the
third statement indicating that "my faith in God is the best means of for~
getting my daily worries." What is noticeable in Table 67, however, is that
in all five questions as well as in the summary scale at the end of the
table, returned migrants are shown to have more favorable attitudes oxr direct
reactions, and, through implication, probably more need of religion to

alleviate anxieties modern societal change and complexity produce. But what




Table 67:

Questions and scale for Religion as a Buffer to the Qutside

World for Non-Migrants and Returned Migrants, for Matched
and Total Groups.

Degree of
Agreement

Total Groups

Matched Groups

Non = Re
Migrants Mi

turned
grants

Non=

Migrarnts

Returned
Migrants

Question:

the outside world.

Str. & Mod. Agree.
Sl. agree. &

Sl. Disagree.

Str. & Mod. Disagree.

Total Percent
Total Cases

Question:

69.4 72.9
22.0 18.2
8.6 8.9
100.0 100.0
(887) (236)

65.0
27.5

703
100.0
(160)

protection and safety in a dangerous world.

Str. & Mod. Agree.
Sl. Agree. &

Sl. Disagree.

Str. & Mcd, Disagree.

Total Percent
Total Cases

Question:

Str, & Mod. Agree.
Sl. Agree. &

Sl. Disagree.

Str. & Mod. Disagree.

Total Percent
Total Cases

Questian:

are saved.

Str. & Mod. Agree.
Sl. Agree. &

Sl. Disagree.

Str. & Mod. Disagree.

Total Percent
Total Cases

2.9

77
94

0.0
37)

53.0 6
25 .4 1
21.6 1
100.0 10
(867) 2

My faith in God is the best means of

64 .2 70.5
20.9 18.9
14.9 10.6
P—-—-—-—-—
100.0 100.0
(870) (238)

35.6 43.1
23.8 22.4
_40.6 34.5
100.0 100.0
(863) (237)

\
57.1

100.0
(161)

64 .4

21.3

100.0
(160)

40.3

26 .4

100.0
(159)

14.3

33.3

If one's belief is firmly based, it should serve as a buffer to

100.0
(74)

Prayer is, above all else, a means of obtaining needed benefits,

5647

23.0
20.3

100.0
(74)

forgetting my daily worries.

66.6
25.3
8.1

100.0
(75)

Churches should make provisions to have people testify that they

36.0

26.6
374

100.0
(75)

Continued




Table 67: Continued.

Question: Religion is what actually keeps me going.

Str. & Mod. Agree.
Sl. Agree. &

Sl. Disagree.

Str. & Mod. Disagree.

Total Percent
Total Cases

Religion as a Buffer to the Qutside

44 .2 50.0
35.0 29.9
20.8 20.1
100.0 100.0
(867) (238)

World Scale.

High (28-35)
Med. (22-27)
Low ( 5-21)

Total Percent
Total Cases

40.2 50.0
26 .4 254
33.4 24,6

100.0 100.0
(847) (282)

\

40.2

41.5

18.3

100.0
(159)

43.8
27.8
28 o4

100.0
(158)

46.6

34,7

18.7

100.0
(75)

39.8
34.2
26.0

100.0
(73)

Table 68: Question for Religion as a Buffer to the Outside World for

Ghetto and Suburb for Matched and Total Groups.

Total Groups

Matched Groups

Degree of

Agreement Ghetto Suburb Ghetto Suburb
Question: Religion is what actually keeps me going.

Str., Mod. Agree. 35.2 30.1 36.5 27.8

Sl. Agr., sl., disagr. 28.5 33.9 28.4 33.9

Str., mod, disagree. 36.3 36.0 35.1 38.3

Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Total Cases (165) (383) (74) (162)
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should be also noticed in this table is that when the two groups, non-
migrants and returned migrants, are matched (right side of Table 67) in
most of the questions, the situation is shown to be reversed and non=-
migrants have more favorable attitudes and direct reactions. This reversal
is shown more clearly in the summary scale where in the unmatched groups
the proportion of respondents with high scores are 40.2 and 50.0 percent

for non-migrants and returned migrants, while in the matched groups the

corresponding proportions are 43.8 and 39.8 percent. In other words, the
fact that returned migrants feel more the reed to alleviate anxieties

which the new soclety produced is probably, as previously shown, because

they tend to be older.

Finally, comparing all four groups in relation to the statement,
"religion is what actually keeps me going" (both Tables 67 and 68), it
can be seen that the Cleveland groups and in particular the suburban
migrants agree with this statement in lower proportions than residents
of the state of West Virginia. The proportions of respondents who strongly
or moderately agree with the statement, "religion is what actually keeps

| me going' for nan;migrants and returned migrants are 44,2 and 50.0 percent

while for ghetto residents and suburbanites (Table 68) the proportions are

35.2 and 30.1 percent respectively. These differences are retained when
the groups are matched. In other words, at least in relation to information

we have from responses to the statement, "religion is what keeps me going,"

it appears that Cleveland migrants and, in particular, suburbanites, regardless
of age and education, are people who feel less the need to use religion to
alleviate anxieties which modern change and complexity produce. Let us turn

now to the use of primary groups as buffers.or, more specifically, as means




which allow the individual to keep going in spite of the frustrations modern
life produces.

Use of primary groups as a buffer to the outside world, as measured
here with three questions shown in Table 68, refers to use of grewps such
as family, friends, and neighbors, to acquire the,st:ength one needs to
keep going in today's world. As was the case with belief in God (first
question of Table 67), almost 70 percent of the respondents strongly or
moderately agree that ''the love and closeness of my family and kin is what
keeps me going." This proportion is slightly higher (and becomes higher
when the groups are matched) in the three migrant groups, including
returned migrants. These indications seem to support the speculations we
indicated in the previous chapter that the role of the family in offering
support, material or psycholegical, te its migrants members has, in recent
years, becen increased. This is the case in spite of the fact that the
family in general and even the rural family seems to have declined in import-
ance in recent years.

Much lower proportions of respondents in ail four groups strengly or
moderately agree with the statement that 'the closeness of friends is what
keeps me going'' (second question of Table 69). But this proporﬁion becomes
quite lower (31.2 and 30.9 percent for ghetto and suburbs respectively) in
the two Cleveland groups; similarly, the opposite is true for these who
strongly or moderately disagree with the statement. In other words, although
the family seems to acquire higher importance among migrants, the supportive
role of friends, probably because old relationships have been broken, becomes
less important. When, in addition to family &nd friends, neighbors are

included in the agreement-disagreement statement (third question of Table 69),
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Table 69: Questions and Scale for Primary Group as a Buffer to the OQutside
World for Non-Migrants, Returned Migrants, Ghetto and Suburbs
for Matched and Total Groups.
E Total Groups Matched Groups
| Degree of Non- Returned Non-~ Returned
E Agreement Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb| Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb
| Question: The love and closeness of my family and kin is what keeps me going.
St., mod. agr. 6945 735 72.4 76.3 68.3 78.6 77 .4 80.1
Sl. agr. sl. disaqd 24.0 18.4 17.4 17.5 24.2 20.0 16.0 14.5
St., mod. disagr.| _6,2 SB.1 10,2 6.2 1s3 1.4 66 5.4
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (875) (238) (167) (389) (161) (75) (75) (166)
£ Question: The closeness of my friends is what keeps me going.
E \
| St., mod. agr. 47.6 51.1 31.2 30.9 47.8 42,7 33.3 295
; Sl. agr. sl. disad 38.1 29.6 31.2 41.4 35.4 45.3 3447 42.2
| st., wod. disagr.|14.3 19,3  37.6 27.7 | 16.8 12,0 _32.0 28,3
| Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
E Total Cases (871) (237) (167) (389) (161) (75) (75) (166)
é Question: If it was not for my family, neighbors, and friends, I would feel
| lost in this world.
St., mod. agr. 66.8 76 4 74 .9 59.9 70.7 73.4 76.0 58.6
Sl. agr., sl. disal.21.4 13.5 15.6 27.0 20.7 20.0 14.7 27 .4
St., mod., disagr. | 11.8 10,1 9.5 13.1 8.6 6,6 9.3 14.0
Total Percent 00.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 { 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (874) (237) (167) (386) (160) (75) (75) (164)
Primary Group as a Buffer to the Qutside World Scale.
High (17"’21) 4309 38.9 4490 40.3 37.4 44.0 43.4
Med. (12-16) 29.6 42.5 41.7 34.6 38.7 42.7 41.6
Low ( 3-11) 26,5 18.6 14,3 | _25.1 23.9 13.3 15,0
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 106.0 100.0
Total Cases (237) (167) (388) (159) (75) (75) (166)
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the three groups combined appear to be wore impertant in the two lower
socioeconomic status groups, returned migrants and ghetto residents. 1In
those two greups 76.4 and 74.9 percent of the respondents strongly or mod-
erately agree with the statement; "If it was not for my family, neighbors
and friends, I would feel lost in this world."

Finally, when responses to all these three questiens are combined
(summary scale, bottom of Table 69) small differences among the four groups
appear. In other words, it appears that although there are certain types
of primary groups which are more important for certain phases of migrstion,
primary groups in general are of about the same importance to all four
groups of all phases of migration, primary groups in general are of about
the same importance to all four groups or all phases of migration.

Table 70 includes only one question, and it combines both the element
of religion and of primary groups. Clese to 60 percent of the respondents
feel that "in today's society the only things which really make sense are
our religion, family and friends." Suburbanites are represented with the
lowest proportion (54.0 percent) of respondents who strongly or moderately
agree with this statement while the two lower socioeconomic status groups
are represented with the highest proportions among the four groups (66.4 and
66.9 percent for returned migrants and ghetto residents respectively).
Differences increase when the four groups are matched, particularly, between
ghetto and suburbs; the ghetto group includes 81.3 percent of respondents
who strongly or moderately agree with the statement (right side of Table 70)
while the suburban group includes only 53.6 percent.

These find;ngs are in line with corresponding findings presented in
the previous pages, indicating that aliemation, at least the aspects examined
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here, is higher among respondents of the two lower socioeconomic status
groups; furthermore, differences between ghetto and suburbs are very
pronounced. In other words, ghetto residents, regardless of age and
education, are more alienated than suburbanites and as a consequence,
place more importance on religion and family as means of coping with the
frustrations modern society produces.

The results of Table 71 which combines responses to all individual
questions included in Tables 67 to 70, imply the use of both religion
and primary groups as buffers to thg outside world. As was the case with
the previous tables, suburbanites have the lowest proportion of respondents
who have a strong need to use primary groups and religion to alleviate

anxieties the modern world produces. The differences again become more

pronounced when the four groups are matched. From the right side of Table 71,

it can be seen that only 25.2 percent of the suburbanites have high summary
scores while the corresponding proportions for ghetto, returned migrants and
non-migrants are 37.9, 35.6, and 38.5 percent respectively.

To look at it from a different point of view, one can say that
suburbanites not only materially, as shown in the previous pages, are in
more accord with the expectations of the mass society, but either because
of this same reason or because of the structure of their personality, they
see more order in society, Furthermore, probably because they see more
order in society, they have lesser need to alleviate anxieties which modern
societal complexity produces by becoming more attached to religién or
primary groups. However, the family constitutes an exception to the above
findings for suburbanites because when age and education are held constant,
suburbanites seem to need their family more than other primary groups in

order to alleviate anxietles modern society produces.
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Table 70: Question for Primary Group and Religion as a Buffer to the Outside
World for Non-Migrants, Returned Migrants, Ghetto and Suburb for
Matched and Total Groups.

| ,
v ; ' Total Groups Matched Groups

+ Degree of Non= Returned ~ Non~ ‘Returned

{ Agreement Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb| Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb

’ Question: In today's society, the only things which really make sense are
our religion, family and friends.

Sto, mod ., agr. 60.2 66 .4 66.9 54 .0 6304 65.3 81.3 53.6
Sl. agr.,sl.dis} 27.4 20,2 22.9 28.0 26,7 22.7 1447 28.6
Sto, mod., dis. 12 .4 13 .4 10,2 18.0 9.9 12.0 4»0 1708

Total Percent {100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases (874)  (283) (166)  (385) | (161) (75) (75)  (164)

Table 71: Primary Group and Religion as a Buffer to the Qutside World Scale
for Non~Migrants, Returned, Ghetto and Suburbs for Matched and
Total Groups.

Total Groups , Matched Groups
Non=~ Returned Non~ Returned ‘

Scale | Migrant Migrant Chetto Suburb| Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb
' High (53-63) 35.6 38.1 30.8 28.2 38.5 35.6 37.9 25.2

Med. (41~52) 33.1 37.2 35.3 37 .4 36.1 35.6 36.5 38.7

Low ( 9-40) 31.3 24 .7 33.9 344 25 .4 28.8 25.6 36.1
. Total Percent | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Total Cases (839) (231) (162) (382) (155) (73) (74) (163)
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Above we have discussed reactions or perceptions which were related
to aspects of mental or‘sociopsychological health; below we look at our
four groups from the point of view of the way their members perceive their
physical health.

Perception of Physical Health. Perception of physical health is measured

with two questions which refer to the way the individual perceives his
health and the way he feels his health compares with that of others. The
first question of Table 72 refers to perception of the individual's own
health indicating a strong difference between migrants and people in the
state of West Virginia including returned migrants. Almost twlce as many
migiants in Cleveland (37.7 and 38.7 percent for ghetto and suburbs respect=~
1vely) as West Virginians in their own state (23.9 and 20.3 percent for non-
migrants and returned migrants respectively) feel that thelr health is
excellent., The difference between Cleveland and West Virginia becomes

much wider when it comes to perception of poor health; 12.1 percent of
non-migrants and 1l5.8 percent of the returned migrants feel that theilr
health is either poor or very poor. The corresponding proportions for
ghetto and suburbs are only 4.8 and 3.9 percent. Concerning both excellent
and poor health results, the difference is more pronounced between migrants
who have returned to West Virginia and migrants who have moved to the suburbs.
As was the case with evidence concerned with the sociopsychological aspects
which we examined in the previous pages, it appears that initial migration

to the city ghetto can lead to three stages of adjustment: (a) more
successful adjustment and movement to the suburbs, (b)less successful adjust=-
ment and return to West Virginia, and (c) the between stage or remaining

in the ghetto. Physical and mental health, at least in terms of the evidence




Table 72: Questions and Scale Concerning Health Status for Non-Migrant,
Returned Migrant, Ghetto and Suburb for Total and Matched Groups.
______Total Groups Matched Groups
Health Non- Returned Non-  Returned
Status Migrant Migrant Ghetto  Suburb| Migrant Migrant Ghetto Suburb
»
Question: How would you describe your health at the present time?

. Excellent 23.9 20.3 37.7 38.7 ; 25.3 28.3 33.3 37.9
Good 43.1 34.4 44.3 44,9 48.2 41,9 41.3 46.0
Fair 20.9 29.5 13.2 12.5 18.1 216 17 .4 12.4
Poor 8.1 9.5 3.0 301 6.0 4.1 4.0 3.1
Very poor 4.0 6.3 1.8 0.8 2.4 4,1 4.0 0.6
Total Percentyf 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases | (888) (241) (167) (385) (166) (74) (75) (161)

uestion: How would you compare your health with others of your age?

Better 23.3 23.2 22,2 20.6 18.7 18.9 22,7 20.6
Worse 13.0 16.6 8.4 5.7 10.2 13.5 13.3 7.5
Same 63.7 60.2 69.4 73.7 71,1 67.6 64.0 71.9
Total Percent| 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases | (887) (241) (167) (384) (166) (74) (75) (160)
Health Scale:

8"'9 3102 3003 44.3 4403 30.7 3308 4000 42.9
7 37.5 26.1 37.1 39.3 44 .6 36.4 29.3 41.0
6 16.7 23.7 10.8 10,2 13.9 14.8 18.7 8.7
3"5 1406 1909 708 6.2 1008 1500 1200 704‘
Total Percent{100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 |100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Cases | (887)  (241) (167) (384) (166) (74) (75) (161)
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the present data can offer, seems to be associated with the stages of
initial migration; healthier, physically or mentally, migrants tend to move
to the suburbs while those who are less healthy tend to either remain in
the ghetto and, depending on the extent of their ill health, even return to
West Virginia.
When age and education are controlled (right side of Table 72), the
differences among the four groups become reduced. In other words, either
age or education is the reascn for some of the differences among these 4
groups but not all differences, At least concerning returned migrants we
know that there are a number of older people among them and, therefore,

because of age they are probably less healthy physically.

Differences among the four groups tend to disappear when respondents |
were asked, "How would you compare your health with others of your age," 1
the second question of Table 72. From the methodological point eof view
this finding indicates that there is certain validity in the instruments
used here. Because respondents tend to compare themselves with their
immediate group, there are approximately equal chances that the randomly
selected individual will see himself as having health better or worse than
others.

Finally, the differences between West Virginia and Cleveland are shown

in the summary scale which includes the total of all questions at the bottom

of Table 72, However, because questions such as the second question of Table 72
are not designed for comparison of groups but for correlations, the summary *

scale shows smaller differences among the groups than the first question.
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Appendix A
Part 1: Statements Indicating Way of Life Preferences for Non-Migrants, Returned
Migrants, Ghetto and Suburb, Total Group.

Choice 9 8 7 | 6

N R* G* S* | N R G S N R G S
Set I

e aw e e ae o aviemen e N C e memmme e n—— 4

Statement: To live in the outdoors and pure air of the mountains.
179, 127 129 21%( 22% 18% 22% 21%(18% 16% 18% 17%' 15% 13% 14% 9%

Statement: To have as much education as one can get.
2 1 2 8|6 8 6 9|8 8 5 16 i 12 7 13 14

Statement: To achieve things that others cannot.
4, 47 32 33 [18 17 21 20 |13 14 18 14 ‘ 8 8 12 10

| Statement: To keep in close contact with God.
4 4 5 84 3 6 10 |4 6 3 10[7 6 4 12

Statement: To have the friendship of many people and the time to be with them.
3 b 3 3 6 6 7 3 9 9 15 6 j 13 13 13 15

Statement: To put in a solid day's work.

5 8 5 7 ] 9 11 6 9 (12 15 14 11 { 14 13 14 15

Statement: To have a lot of time to be with your family.
1 2 2 1|3 3 4 208 5 3 6|9 12 5 6

Statement: To have a comfortable living.
i o 1 2t5 5 3 419 9 11 6 11 17 13 7

o e et - o A

Statement: To have time for hobby.
23 23 36 16 |27 30 23 21 {19 19 12 15 )11 11 9 13
Set II
Statement: To live in the open country, not the big city.

19 12 14 22 (13 10 12 17 |13 15 1.4 10 l15 14 11 11

Statement: To feel close to your family and kin.
1 1 o 1|2 3 1 3715 3 2 5|5 4 3 5

Statement: To havertime for association with friends.
- 3 6 7 3 7 10 11 8 11 8 11 13 {17 14 15 16

.~ T e T Ee T AT

Statement: To feel you are earning your living with a solid day's work.
5 3 6 5 7 8 6 6 9 11 10 9 13 14 12 9

Statement: To have the education you should have. '
2 2 3 6 [ 4 3 4 6 5 7 3 9 8 10 8 10 \

Statement: To have, things that would make life easy.
14 20 26 14 |16 19 15 12 (18 14 16 13 J14 14 15 17
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TR e e At A A ste e o e R B A

Appendix A,
Part 1: Continued (Total)

Jr————— o % - e - ChcTamm Atan o mE o Tes TR SRR S SR LRI CE s L By kA ¥ We eamer Trmwa e

5 4 3 2 1

N R 6 S|{N R 6 S |N R G S|N R G S |N R G §S{Total
Percent
e e Kk

8% 8% 10% 8%| 6% 10% 5% 6% | 6% 8% 7% 6%| 4% 8% 7% 7% |6% 8% 5% 57 400%

11 14 13 10{ 14 15 18 14|14 14 17 1.4} 22 21 13 8|11 14 15 7 400

6 6 8 9! 4 3 3 4|4 3 3 31 3 2 2 5|1 1 1 2f 400

5 3 5 8/ 5 5 9 8|10 9 14 '9{13 11 18 9|48 53 36 25 400

17 18 15 21{19 18 13 1818 17 15 1611 14 10 13| 4 1 1.0 6{ 400

15 15 14 12{17 13 18 13 {12 11 14 13|10 10 10 13} 6 3 &4 7| 400
% 14 13 11 1115 15 11 14 {19 21 19 16|20 22 28 24 {12 8 18 19| 400
15 15 17 14|15 17 18 12 {14 15 12 15|16 11 14 14 |15 10 13 27| 400
8 7 8 716 5 5 104 2 4 8 2 1 1 7;1 2 1 3400
13 11 15 10, 8 9 6 10} 9 12 11 7| 5 7 8 716 11 9 7 400
10 8 6 6|13 15 12 819 15 15 15|29 38 37 27 |17 13 23 31| 400
17 19 11 14{18 12 12 15|15 18 13 15| 8 11 13 12 |3 2 5 4| 400

13 14 14 13119 20 18 16 {16 15 15 18

=
pod
O

11 148 5 9 11} 400

14 17 17 17|15 18 25 16 |18 17 18 1723 17 13 13 (12 9 9 6] 400

10 9 9 11410 10 9 10,6 5 3 76 6 5 7|5 3 1 11} 400
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Appendix A, Part 2: (Total)

9 8 7 6

N R G S N R G S N R G S N R G S

Statement: To have a life full of opportunities for recreation.
16 23 20 12 l 30 25 31 21|21 21 16 18] 12 1 16 14

Statement: To feel God close to you.
5 5 5 10 I 4 3 3 12 5 3 6 12 6 6 6 8

Statement: To achieve things considered difficult.
34 30 19 27 { 16 18 12 14 (13 17 18 12| 10 11 11 11

Set IIL
Statement: One who lives the country life.
23 17 14 26 |18 16 17 17 |17 17 11 13 12 9 13 8

Statement: One who has opportunities to enjoy leisure time.
19 24 32 13 |30 30 26 19 {12 17 16 17 | 10

0
oo

14

Statement: One who is close to God.
3 4 5 9 3 3 3 11 5 3 5 13 5 5 5 11

Statement: One who can succeed where others cannot.
34 34 22 27 18 17 21 15 14 13 16 13 9 10 12 15

Statement: One who has many good friends. p
2 3 1 4 5 3 7 5 8 9 5 9 116 15 16 12

Statement: One who is really educated.
3 4 6 7 4 5 3 8 8 6 12 12 9 12 10 12

Statement: One who loves his work.
3684}‘646991110712151411

Statement: One who has all the '"best comforts' at home.
. 8 5 10 6 12 15 13 10 16 19 20 13 19 22 14 12

Statement: One who has a good family life.
2 3 1 2|4 5 2 5|4 5 3 3|8 7 6 5
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__Appendix A, Part 2: Continued (Total)
5 4 3 2 1
N* R¥ G* S*| N R G S N R G S N R G S N R G S | Total
Percent
—— o S——— - B . . . St b e { Ao e ¢ B i B B0 ] er 1 m - H
8 10 7 8/ 5 &4 4 10 5 3 5 71 2 0 1 6; 1 0 1 q 400
: !
6 6 8 9| 7 6 8 6{10 11 12 9|11 8 11 10| 47 54 41 24 400
10 6 11 11 7 6 5 8| 4 5 11 6 5 6 6 6 3 3 6 5 400
8 8 13 10y 7 9 10 8/, 6 6 1l1 6{ 5 9 5 5 5 9 7 8 400
8 9 3 12! 4 6 5 9! 4 2 2 7! 4 4 3 51 2 1 4 q 400
5 3 5 71 6 4 8 7| 8 11 9 8|11 12 18 9|52 55 43 24 400
8 7 5 8 6 7 8 5| 4 7 9 6} 4 4 8 6;, 3 2 1 ﬁ 400
18 16 13 17|19 17 16 1717 24 20 22{14 11 14 10} 2 3 8 6 400
13 18 21 1217 14 18 18; i8 17 18 15{19 17 10 8:!10 9 2 7 400
16 17 22 13|17 21 17 18{18 8 16 13|12 9 8 17, 6 9 1 7 400
13 12 10 17311 10 12 77 9 10 12 16§ 6 6 8 11| 5 2 3 9 400
11. 9 7 5}{12 13 7 13|16 .16 10 9§26 30 30 29|16 12 35 29| 400

% N=Non-Migrant (N=899)
S=Suburb (N=383)

R=Returned Migrant (N=238) G=Ghetto (N=166)

** 400 Percent represents the total for all four groups (100% for each group.)
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Appendix B,
Part 1: Preference Statements for Non-Migrants, Returned Migrants, Ghetto and
Suburbs, Matched Groups.

Choice 9 8 7 6

N* R* G¥% S* | N R G S N R G S N R G S
Set 1 -
Statement: To live in the outdoors and pure air of the mountains.

13 14 12 23 |20 15 21 18 |18 15 21 16| 15 8 15 10

Statement: To have as much education as one can get.
3 0 0 8 6 7 7 11 | 10 8 4 17| 12 9 10 15

Statement: To achieve things that others cannot.
48 49 31 33 |18 13 22 19 |10 14 19 14 9 11 13 10

Statement: To keep in close contact with God.
1 3 3 10 3 3 3 11 6 6 3 11 7 6 1 13

Statement: To have the friendship of many people and the time to be with them.
4 8 4 3 8 13 9 3] 8 8 11 8|12 10 11 11

Statement: To put in a solid day's work.
4 4 4 6 7 8 9 11 |14 18 11 9115 16 18 17

Statement: To have a lot of time to be with your family,
2 1 1 0 4 0 3 3 5 6 4 7 9 11 4 6

Statement: To have a comfortable living.
3 0 1 1 3 5 1 4 {11 10 10 6 [ 11 22 14 6

Statement: To have time for your hobby.
21 21 39 16 |32 34 22 22 |17 15 13 15 9 7 10 12
Set II
Statement: To live in the open country not the big city.
15 15 12 25 {12 14 10 16 9 11 18 11| 18 13 9 7

Statement: To feel close to your family and kin.
1 0 0 0 2 0 1 3 6 4 0 9 4 4 4 5

Statement: To have time for association with friends.
4 10 9 5 10 15 14 9 11 8 11 7 17 11 12 14

‘Statement: To feel you are earning your living with a solid day's work.
4 1 7 4 4 4 6 3 {12 8 9 10 {15 19 1& 12

Statement:  To have, the education you should have.
3.1 0o 9|1 6 4 8|4 6 3 7|7 10 9 11

Statement: To have things that woull make life easy.
19 24 25 11 l19 18 20 9 gzo 14 13 12 ‘ 13 13 19 18
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Appendix B,
Part 1: Continued (Matched)

238

5 4 3 2 1
N R 6 S{N R G S|N R G S| N R G S N R G S |Total

E’ercent :
Kk f
0 7 9 5 91 7 6 510 4 6 5 8 7 8 5 10 4 8 400 .
. |

10 11 13 6|15 11 19 13| 15 15 15 15| 18 23 15 8| 10 16 17 7 400
4 4 6 9 3 1 3 4 4 4 3 2/ 3 3 2 7/ 0 1 0 2 400 {
. 1
4 3 3 11| 6 7 11 7|14 12 17 8| 14 10 18 5|46 52 41 26 400 ]
2 19 17 22/20 17 11 20/ 15 15 13 15| 9 8 11 13| 1 1 11 6 400 i
14 12 11 9|18 15 16 15/ 9 11 17 14| 10 11 10 12| 8 &4 4 8§ 400 |
9 1 18 13|15 15 13 14| 19 19 18 19 22 23 24 24|17 11 15 14 400 !
13 16 19 15{12 16 16 12| 15 12 13 14/ 19 14 14 16[12 5 11 28 400 I
F
10 4 6 9/ 3 4 6 10 6 4 3 70 2 1 1 6|1 0 0 3 400 1
18 7 12 8| 8 15 6 9/ 13 8 1 7| 4 8 9 7| 4 8 10 10 400 !

11 7 7 7|15 10 10 8| 14 22 18 12| 27 34 38 27|22 19 22 31 400

17 21 11 13|22 14 18 18/ 12 14 9 16| 7 6 12 16 1 1 5 3 400

10 14 13 12|21 18 21 15/ 15 19 14 21|12 13 9 12| 6 3 7 11 400

14 14 16 17|13 20 26 17| 17 11 16 14| 25 19 16 12 |15 14 10 § 400

9 11 9 13/ 6 8 8 11} 6 3 2 6| 7 10 3 9|2 0o 2 12 400




Appendix B, Part 2 (Matched)

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

E

Q
IC

9 8 7 6

N R G S N R G S N R G S N R G S
Statement: To have a life full of opportunities for recreation.

15 21 21 11 |29 32 27 22 |22 22 18 20| 12 8 14 14
Statement: To feel God close to you.

3 4 3 11 4 3 0 16 3 1 4 9 4 8 7 10
Statement: To achieve things considered difficult,

36 24 21 24 |20 8 14 14 |15 25 23 151 10 14 § 10
Set IIL

Statement: One who lives the country life.

19 22 9 27 |16 15 19 14 |16 15 15 12| 13 11 13 5
Statement: One who' has opportunities to enjoy leisure time.

26 19 36 12 |28 31 25 17 (20 17 16 15 9 10 9 13
Statement: One who is close to God.

3 7 4 12 3 1 0 13 4 7 3 10 4 3 4 13
Statement: One who can succeed where others cannot.

3 35 22 23 |24 15 16 16 |12 7 22 18 8 8 11 17
Statement: One who has many good friends.

2 3 1 3 3 8 3 5 |11 13 3 11118 17 12 9
Statement: One who is really educnted.r

2 & 9 8 4 6 3 10 5 6 14 13 9 11 11 12
Statement: One who loves his work.

4 4 7 5 5 4 9 9 |14 11 7 6 | 13 8 16 14
Statement: One who has all the "best comforts' of home.

11 4 9 8 |13 15 17 9 (16 18 17 10 |19 22 14 12
Statement: One who has a good family life.

i 1 0 2 |4 3 4 7 4 7 0 6 8 10 7 5
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Appendix B,
Part 2: Continued (Matched)

240

3 4 3 2 1
N+ R G S*( N R G S|N R 6 S|N R G S| N R G 8 Total
Pexcent

: — , {
11 10 11 71 4 3 O0 10 6 4 8 70 2 0 2 4 0 0 O 4400

5 7 7 121 7 4 7 6|15 1 13 7t 11 8 14 11 49 51 45 19) 400

6 10 9 11 5 7 3 7] 5 6 14 9 3 3 5 4 0 4 5 6400

9 3 16 10(10 11 9 9, 8 11 6 6 6 4 6 71 5 7 7 10| 400

8 10 3 13| 3 7 2 9 4 o0 3 9 4 6 3 7 1 1 3 5j400

4 4 0 9| 6 4 7 6} 8 7 7 11} 13 14 20 8| 54 53 54 18| 400
10 4 3 8| 4 10 8 4| 4 10 11 4 3 6 8 7, 1 6 0 3| 400
18 14 15 14(20 13 19 18|18 21 26 24{ 9 11 15 9 1 1 7 6] 400
13 17 18 11}13 13 18 17|18 15 17 15y 23 21 9 7|12 8 2 8] 400
14 24 22 13|19 21 20 1716 10 14 11} 11 10 6 18 4 8 O 8] 400
13 13 16 1611 0 13 8|10 11 11 15{ 7 6 3 10 1 1 O 13} 400
10 13 6 4|13 14 6 12 iS 15 11 8|24 24 35 28] 21 14 31 29| 400
* N=Non-Migrant (N=166) R=Returned Migrant (N=75) G=Ghetto (N=75)

S=Suburb (N=166)

*% 400 Percent represents the total for all four groups (100% for each group.)




